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BANNOCK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMM ARY
CASE

No. CR-2017-10456
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

State of Idaho
vs.
Jacob S Randall

Location:
Judicial Officer:
Filed on:
Appear by:
Case Number History:
Appellate Case Number:
Police Reference N umber:
Previous Case N umber:

Bannock County District Court
Naftz, Robert C.
09/05/201 7
11/20/2017
46893-201 9
Pt 7000990
CR-2017- 10456-FE

CASE INFORMA TION

Statute

Offense
Jurisdiction: County
I. Drug-Trafficking in Marij uana (5 lbs or More
but Less Than 25 lbs or Consists of 50 to 99
Plants)
TCN: ID1 330 179455
Filed As: Drug-Traff icking in Marijuana (25
lbs or More or Consists of 100 Plants o r
M ore)

Deg

Date

13 7-2732B(a )( I) FEL
(B)

09/03/20 17

137-2732 B(a)( I) FEL
(C)

9/5/2017

Case Type:

Criminal

Bonds
Surety Bond
9/5/201 7
2/11/2019
Counts: I

$25,000.0 0
# ISJ0K-208 9 11
Posted
Exonerated

CASE A SSIGNMENT

DATE

Current Case Assignment
Case Number
Court
Date Assigned
Judicial O ffi cer

CR-20 I 7-1 0456
Bannock County District Court
11/ 16/20 17
Naftz, Robert C.

P ARTY INFORMA TION

Lead Attorneys

State

State of Idaho

Defendant

Randall, Jacob S

DATE

09/05/2017

09/05/20 17

09/05/2017

09/05/2017

Price, Ja Niece
208-236-7 280(W)

Brown, Jason Michael
Retained
208-233-0 I32(W)
E VE 'TS & ORDERS OF T HE C OURT

IN DEX

File Location (Jud icial Officer: Clerk, Magistrate Court)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Keri
New Case Filed - Felony (Judicial Officer: Clerk, Magistrate Court )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
New Case Filed-Felony
Prosecutor Assigned (Judicial Officer: C lerk, Magistrate Court )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Prosecutor Assigned JaNiece Price

ffl Criminal Complaint (Judicial Officer: Clerk, Mag istrate Court)
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B ANNOCK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE S UMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Criminal Complaint- I Count Trafficking In Marijuana, Idaho Code 37-2732B(a}(l)(C)
09/05/20 17

ffl Affidavit of Probable Cause (Jud icial Officer: Clerk, Magistrate Court)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Affidavit Of Probable Cause- ISP Incident Report/ $25,000.00 Request for Bond

09/05/20 17

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Clerk, Magistrate Court)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Probable Cause Minute Entry and Order- Probable cause was determined by Judge Thomsen
that the defendant shall remain incarcerated with a set bond of$25, 000.00 sl Thomsen 915117

09/05/2017

. 09/05/2017

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Kress, David R.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (A rraignment 09/05/2017 02:00 PM)
Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Axl ine, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary Hearing 09/ 1812017 02: 30 PM)

09/05/2017

Arraignment (Judicial Officer: Kress, David R. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on 09105/2017 02:00 PM: Arraignment I First
Appearance

09/05/2017

Arraignm ent (2:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Kress, David R.)
Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on 09105/2017 02:00 PM: Arraignment I First
Appearance

09/05/20 17

'I;! Order of Commitment

09/05/2017

ffl Request
for Bond

09/06/2017

'ffl Bond Posted - Surety (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Bond Posted- Surety (Amount 25000.00 ) : Trafficking: Bonded by A Affordable Bail Bonds

09/06/2017

ffl Order
Arraignment Order, Order to Attend Prelimina,y Hearing

09/18/2017

Interim Hearing Held (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled on 0911812017 02:30 PM: Interim Hearing

Held
09/18/2017

'ffl Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary Hearing 10123/2017 02: 30 PM); Order for Continuance Is J
Axline 9-18-2017 (Defendant requested time to hire counsel);

09/18/20 17

'I;! Waiver of Speedy Trial (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Waiver Of Statutory Time Requirement/or Preliminary Hearing (Jacob S. Randall);

09/18/2017

Prelim inary Hearing (2:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled on 09118/2017 02:30 PM: Interim Hearing

PAGE 2 OF 10

Printed on 06/1812019 at 9:59 AM

Page 3

BAN NOCK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
Held

09/18/20 17

tj Court Minutes

10/17/201 7

ffl Moti on (Judicial Officer: Axl ine, Scotl E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Motion for Pro Hae Vice Admission (Ryan Pacyga-bar ofMinnesota);

10/17/2017

ffl Notice of Appearance

10/20/2017

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Ax line, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order Granting Motion/or Pro Hae Vice Admission Is J. Axline 10-20-2017 (Ryan Pacyga
admilled pro hac vice in this case; Araron Thompson serve as Local Counse, whose
attendance shall be required in all cour/ proceedings in which Ryan Pacyga appears unless
specifically excused by the Court);

10/20/201 7

ffl Stipulation (Judicial Officer: Axline. Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Stipulation to Conlinue Preliminary Hearing (Aaron Thompson/JaNiece Price);

10/23/2017

10/23/2017

Heari ng Vacated (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled on /0/2312017 02:30 PM: Hearing Vacated

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order Continuing Preliminary Hearing Is J. Axline 10-23-2017 (based on stipufalion of
parties, preliminary hearing se1for 10-23-2017 conlinued to 10-30-201 at 2:30 pm);

10/23/2017

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary Hearing I 0/30/2017 02: 30 PM)

10/23/20 17

CANCELED Preliminary Hearing (2:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Vacated
Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled on I 0123/2017 02: 30 PM: Hearing Vacated

10/27/2017

ffl Stipulation (Judicial Officer: Axl ine, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Stipulation/or Con1inuance (JaNiece Price/Aaron Thompson stipula1e to continue 10-30-2017
preliminary hearing due 10 Sta/e's witness being out oftown);

I0/27/2017

ffl Amended
Motion/or Pro Hae Vice Admission

10/30/20 17

10/30/2017

Hearing Vacated (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled on I 0/30120 I 7 02: 30 PM: Hearing Vacated

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order and Notice of Hearing Is J. Axline I 0-30-2017 (preliminary hearing set I 0-30-2017 at
2:30pm continued to J / - /3-201 7 at 2.· 30pm);

10/30/2017

CANCELED Preliminary Hearing (2:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Vacated
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BANNOCK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled on I 0130120 I 7 02:30 PM- Hearing Vacated
10/31/2017

11/13/201 7

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary Hearing I II I 312017 02: 30 PM)

'ffl Preliminary Hearing (2:30 PM) (Jud icial Officer: Axline, Scott E.)
Hearing result/or Preliminary Hearing scheduled on 11113/2017 02:30 PM: Preliminary
Hearing Held; MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER BINDING DEFENDANT OVER TO DISTRICT
COURT IS J. AXLINE 11-13-2017,

11/14/20 17

ffl Order
Minute Entry and Order Binding Defendant Over to District Court

11/15/201 7

ffl Request fo r Discovery (Judic ial Officer: Axline, Scott E. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Request for Discovery; aty for State

11/1 6/201 7

11/16/20 17

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Arraignment I 112012017 08:30 AM)

ffl 1nformat ion Filed (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Prosecuting Attorney's information- I Count Trafficking In Marijuana, Idaho Code 37-2732B
(a)(l){C}

11/20/201 7

liJ Court Minutes
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S

COURT REPORTER: Rodney Fe/shaw;
DEFENSE ATTORNEY: Aaron Thompson;
HEARING TYPE: Arraignment;
MINUTES CLERK: Keri Povey;
PROSECUTOR: Ryan Godfrey,
START TIME: I 112012017 8:32AM
STOP TIME: I 1/20/2017 8:38AM
ENTRY BY: KERI;
LAST UPDATE BY· KERI;
11/20/2017

DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter: # of Pages: (Judic ia l Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Arraignment scheduled on I 1/2012017 08:30 AM: District Court Hearing
Held
Court Reporter: Rodney Fe/shaw
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than /00 pages

11/20/201 7

A Plea is entered for Charge:* (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Plea is entered/or charge: - NG (!37-2732B(a)(l}{C) Drug-Trafficking in Marijuana (25 lbs
or More or Consists of 100 Plants or More))

11/20/201 7

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 02/ 13/2018 09:00 AM)

11 /20/2017

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference O1122120 I8 04:00 PM) Def& Minnesota counsel
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BA NOCK Cou TY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMA RY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
may appear via telephone
11/20/20 17

11/20/2017

Arraignment (8:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: Nal'tz, Robert C.)
Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on I I /20120I 7 08: 30 AM: District Court Hearing
Held
Court Reporter: Rodney Fe/shaw
Number o/Transcript Pages/or this hearing estimated: less than JOO pages

ffl Arraignment
Hearing Acknowledgement of Rights

11/20/20 17

II/22/201 7

Plea
I. Drug-Traffick ing in Marijuana (5 lbs or More but Less Than 25 lbs or Consists of 50 to 99
Plants)
Not Guilty
TCN: IDl 330 179455

ffl Minute Entry a nd Order (Judicial Officer: Natlz. Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Minute Entry and Order on Arraignment and Order Setting Criminal Jury Trial; Def
arraigned, pleads NG, trial & pre-trial conference set, preliminary hearing transcript ordered
(Def must pay for transcript prior to it being prepared), bond posted continued Isl J Naflz
/1 /22/ 17

12/ 18/2017

ffl Motion (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Motion To Suppress; atty Thompson & atty Ryan Pacygafor Def

12/20/2017

ffl Hearing Scheduled (Judi cial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Notice of Hearing; atty Thompson/or Def- Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Suppress
0/125/2018 09:00 AM)

0 1/02/2018

ffl Transcript Filed (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Transcript Filed; preliminary hearing held on I / / 13/ 17 before J Axline Isl Stephanie Davis

0 1/22/2018

Continued (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 02/ 13/2018 09:00 AM: Continued

01 /22/2018

Hearing Held (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 01/22/2018 04: 00 PM: Hearing Held
Def& Minnesota counsel may appear via telephone

01/22/2018

Hearing Schedu led (Judicial Officer: Nal'tz. Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 04/ 10120/8 09:00 AM)

0 1/22/2018

01 /22/20 18

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference 03/26/2018 04:00 PM)
Pre-trial Co nference (4:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Def & Minnesota counsel may appear via telephone Hearing result for Pre-trial Conference
scheduled on 01/22/2018 04:00 PM: Hearing Held
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B ANNOCK COUNTY DIST RICT C OURT

CASE S UMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
01/23/2018

'ffl Affidavit (Judicial Officer: Nath, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Affidavit ofService; subpoena to attend hearing was served on Trooper Scheirman via hand
delivery at 5205 S. 5th Ave to Margret Isl Process Server, Earl Wallace

0 1/24/2018

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order Continuing Jury Trial and Pre-Trial Conference Isl J Naftz 01124/18

0 1/25/2018

If.ii Court Minutes
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S

COURT REPORTER: Stephanie Davis;
DEFENSE ATTORNEY: Aaron Thompson;
HEARING TYPE: Motion to Suppress;
MINUTES CLERK. Keri Povey;
PROSECUTOR: JaNiece Price;
START TIME: 01/25/20/8 9.26AM
STOP TIME: 01/25/2018 0:37AM
ENTR Y BY: KERI;
LAST UPDATE BY: KERI;
01/25/2018

Continued (Judicial Officer: Natlz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 04/ / 0/2018 09:00 AM: Continued

01/25/20 18

Continued (Judicial Officer: Nath, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 03126/2018 04:00 PM: Continued

01/25/20 18

DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter: # of Pages: (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result for Motion to Suppress scheduled on O//2512018 09:00 AM: District Court
Hearing Held
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis
Number a/Transcript Pages/or this hearing estimated: More than 100 pages

01/25/20 18

Motio n to Suppress (9:00 AM) (Jud ic ia l Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Hearing result/or Motion to Suppress scheduled on 01/25/2018 09:00 AM: District Court
Hearing Held
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis
Number a/Transcript Pages/or this hearing estimated: less than 100 pages

0 1/3 1/2018

ffl Minute Entry and Order (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall , Jacob S
Minute Entry and Order; the Court heard testimony for the Defendant's motion to suppress,
Defbriefdue 0212 3118, State's reply briefdue 03/09/ 18, Defs reply briefdue 03119/ 18, the
Court will take the suppression issue under advisment on 03119/ 18, trial & pre-trial
conference vacated, once decision has been issued. Court Clerk shall contact counsel to set
this matter for further proceedings Isl J Naftz 0//31/ /8

02/ 13/2018

02/23/2018

Ju ry Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 0211312018 09:00 AM: Continued

ffl Memorandum (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Memorandum In Support OfMotion To Suppress; atty Brown & atty Pacygafor Def

03/09/20 18

~ Brief Filed (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
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BANNOCK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
State's Brief In Opposition To The Defendant's Motion To Suppress; atty Price for State
03/1 5/2018

03/19/20 18

Attorney Retained (Judicial Officer: Nat'tz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Defendant: Randall, Jacob S Allorney Retained Jason Brown - Defs prior atty Thompson was
appointed as a Magistrate Judge, atty Brown took over this case

ffl Memorandum (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Defendant's Reply Memorandum; atty Pacyga through ally Brown/or Def

03/26/2018

Pre-trial Conference (4:00 PM) (Jud icial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 03126/20/8 04:00 PM: Continued

04/10/2018

Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 04/ 1012018 09:00 AM: Continued

05/02/2018

ffl Decision or Opinion (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Memorandum Decision And Order; Defs motion to suppress is denied Isl J Naftz 05/021! 8

05/06/20 18

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Further Proceedings 05121/20/8 09:00 AM)

05/ 17/2018

Hearing Vacated (Jud ic ial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Further Proceedings scheduled on 0512 /12018 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated
(counsel to contact clerk to set for hearing when ready)

05/2 1/20 18

CANCELED Further Proceedings (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Vacated
Hearing result for Further Proceedings scheduled on 05121/20/8 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated
(counsel to contact clerk to set/or hearing when ready)

06/12/20 18

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order Selling Criminal Jury Trial; pursuant to the informal request ofdefense counsel, this
matter is set/or trial & pre-trial conference Isl J Naftz 06112118

06/12/2018

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 10/30/2018 09:00 AM)

06/ 12/2018

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Pre -trial Conference 09/2412018 04:00 PM)

06/14/2018

ffl Waiver of Speedy Trial (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Waiver Of Speedy Trial

08/17/2018

ffl Order (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order Continuing Pre-Trial Conference; pursuant to the Court being at a judicial conference,
the pre-trial conference is continued and reset for 091271/8 at 4:00 p.m. Isl J Naftz 08/ 17/ /8

08/17/20 18

Continued (Judicial Officer: NaJ'tz, Robert C.)
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BANNOCK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 09/24/2018 04:00 PM: Continued
08/ 17/2018

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference 09127/20 I 8 04:00 PM)

09/24/20 18

Pre-trial Conference (4:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Naf'tz, Robert C.)
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 09/24/2018 04:00 PM: Continued

09/27/2018

Continued (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Jury Trial scheduled on 10130/2018 09:00 AM: Continued

09/27/2018

Hearing Held (Jud icial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 09127/20/8 04:00 PM: Hearing Held

09/27/2018

Hearing Scheduled (Jud icial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial I Il l 4120/8 09:00 AM)

09/27/2018

Hearing Scheduled (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randa ll, Jacob S
Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference 10/22120 I 8 04:00 PM)

09/27/201 8

Pre-trial Conference (4:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
Hearing result/or Pre-trial Conference scheduled on 09/27/20/8 04:00 PM: Hearing Held

09/28/2018

'11 Order (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. )
Party: Defendant Randall, Jacob S
Order Continuing Jury Trial And Pre-Trial Conference Isl J Naftz 09128/ 18

10/22/2018
10/25/2018
10/30/2018

Pre-trial Conference (4:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. ;Location: Courtroom 300)

ffl Notice of Hearing
Jury T ria l (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
J0/30/2018-11/02/2018

Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on I 013012018 09:00 AM: Continued

11/14/201 8

CANCELED Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert
C. ;Location: Courtroom 300)
Vacated

12/03/2018

Change of Plea (9:00 AM) (Judic ial Officer: Naftz, Robert C. ;Location: Courtroom 300)

12/03/2018

ffl Gui lty Plea Advisory
Questionnaire

12/03/20 18

~ PSI Face Sheet

12/03/2018

ffl Amended Information

12/03/201 8
12/03/201 8

Change Plea to G uilty Before Hearing{frial

ffl Pre-Sentence Investigation Evaluation Ordered
PAGE 8 OF 10
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B ANNOCK C OUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE S UMMARY
CASE No. CR-2017-10456
12/03/20 18

Amended Plea (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
I. Drug-Trafficking in Marijuana (5 lbs or More but Less Than 25 lbs or Consists of 50 to 99
Plants)
Guilty
TCN: 101330179455

12/04/20 18

ff! Order
Minute Entry & Order - Change Plea

12/14/20 18

ffl Restitution Request

02/04/20 19

~ Pre-Sentence Report
Presentence Report

02/08/20 19

ffl Letter

02/11/2019

II Sentencing (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Naflz, Robert C. ;Location: Courtroom 300)

02/11/20 19

ffl Custody Order of Sheriff
sentenced to prison

02/1 1/20 19

Bond Exonerated

02/ 11/20 19

Disposition (Judicial Officer: Natlz, Robert C.)
I. Drug-Trafficking in Marijuana (5 lbs or More but Less Than 25 lbs or Consists of 50 to 99
Plants)
Guilty
TCN: 101330179455

02/ 11/201 9

Sentence (Judicial Officer: Naftz, Robert C.)
I. Drug-Trafficking in Marijuana (5 lbs or More but Less Than 25 lbs or Consists of 50 to 99
Plants)
Felony Sentence
Fee Totals:
340.00
Cost of Prosecution
Court Costs 285.50
Felony - Drug
Fine Program 10,000.00
Drug
Restitution 2,500.00
Agency/Other
13, 125.50
Fee Totals$
Confinement
Type:
Facility: Idaho Department of Correction
Effective Date: 02/ 11/20 I 9
Determinate: 3 Years
Indeterminate: 4 Years
Pre-Sentence Credit for T ime Served
Credit Term: 2 Days

02/1 1/20 19
02/ 11/20 19

Sentenced to Fine & Incarceration

1ilJ Pre-Sentence Report
Corrections
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B ANNOCK COUNTY DISTRI CT COURT

CASE S UMMARY
CASE No. CR-20 17-104 56
02/ 11/2019

ffl Court Minutes

02/ 13/2019

ffl Judgment of Conviction & Order of Commitment

03/2 1/2019

Appea l Filed in Supreme Court

03/21 /2019

ffl Notice of Appeal

03/2 1/2019

ffl Motion & Affidavit

for Permission to Porceed on Partial Payment ofCourt Fees (Prisoner)

03/2 1/2019

ffl Case Summary

03/25/20 19

ffl Motion for Appointment of Public Defender

03/26/20 19

't;;l Order Appointi ng State Appellate Public Defender

03/28/201 9

ffl Supreme Court Document Filed-Misc

to Specify
Appeal Suspend ed/or Fourteen ( 14) days/or filing an Amended Notice ofAppeal
Reporter
Court
d
designate
the
on
service
with
titles,
Transcripts requested by dates and

04/09/201 9

ffl Notice of Appeal
Amended Notice ofAppeal

04/ 16/2019

ffl Supreme Court Document Filed-Misc

Clerk's Record and Reporter's Transcripts (Transcripts due 6-12-19)must be filed
on or before 7-17-19

06/18/201 9

ffl Transcript Lodged

06/18/201 9

ffl Transcript Filed

in this office

MTS hearing held 1-25-18, Plea 12-3-18 and Sentencing held 2-//-/9

06/18/201 9

ffl Appeal Cover/Title Page

06/18/201 9

q1 Exhibit List/Log

06/18/20 19

ffl Reporter's Notice ofTranscri pt(s) Lodged

06/18/20 19

ffl C lerk's Certificate of Service

06/ 18/2019

Case Summary
FINANCIAL INFORMA T IO

DATE

Defendan t Randall, Jacob S
Total Charges
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as o f 6/18/201 9

13,125.50
0.00
13,125.50
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTOR
P.O.BOXP
POCATELLO, ID 83205-0050
(208) 236-7280

JaNIECE PRICE ISB #7161
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
XXX-XX-4081
07/06/1977
Defendant.

)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO.C12-<So\7~

lol\Slaw

COMPLAINT - CRIMINAL

--+ (_

Personally appeared before me this;;?

day of September, 2017,

ZACHARY G. PARRIS in the County of Bannock, who, first being duly sworn, complains
of JACOB STEELE RANDALL and charges the defendant with the public offense of
TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code§ 37-2732B(a)(1)(C), (punishable by a

MANDATORY MINIMUM of 5 years and $15,000.00), committed as follows, to-wit:
That the said JACOB STEELE RANDALL, in the County of Bannock, State
of Idaho, on or about the 3RD day of September, 2017, did knowingly possess and bring
into this state 25 pounds or more of Marijuana, to wit: 65 pounds.
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All of which is contrary to the form of the statute in said State made and
provided and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho.
Said complainant prays that the said JACOB STEELE RANDALL be dealt
with according to law.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this

--~

-6

day of September,

2017.

MAGISTRATE
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STATE OF IDAHO,

)

)
)

Plaintiff,

)

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
XXX-XX-4081
07/06/1977
Defendant.

STATE OF IDAHO,
COUNTY OF BANNOCK

AFFIDAVIT OF PROBABLE
CAUSE

~"2-d(.)\7 · \Ql.\Su,-n,

)
) ss
)

ZACHARY G. PARRIS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that:
I am Chief Deputy Prosecutor with the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney's Office. I
have reviewed the investigation regarding JACOB STEELE RANDALL. Based on that review, I have
requested a Sixth District Magistrate Judge to make a determination of probable cause to hold or set
bond on the above-named defendant for the public offense of TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho
Code§ 37-2732B(a)(1)(C).
The basis for the request is the information set forth in a supplementary police report which
is designated as Exhibit "A" attached hereto. I further depose and say that I have read Exhibit "A" and all
the contents are true to the best of my knowledge, and that I personally know the author of that report to
be a law enforcement officer whom I believe to be credible and reliable.
DATED this

STATE OF IDAHO
COUNTY OF BANNOCK

.)~y of September, 20

)
) ss
)

ZACHARY G. PARRIS, known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the
within instrument, acknowledged to me that he has executed the same and that he read the same and
that the same was true to the best of his knowledge.

-,....S
DATED this _ _ day of September, 201~.1.----

~

~
NOTARY/MAGISTRATE

L

--..

~
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208-236-6068

Idaho State Police D5 •

.:34:54 a.m.

09-04-2017

2 /3

IDAHO STATE POLICE
DEPARTMENT REPORT #Pl 7000990
5205 SOUTH FIFfH A VENUE
CITATION #FELONY
POCATELLO, ID 83204
(208) 236-6066
OFFICER PROBABLE CAUSE STATEMENT

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE 6TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF
IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

IN THE MATIER OF
RANDALL, Jacob S.
Defendant

ADDRESS:

2302 Pierce St NE
Minneapolis MN 55413
HEIGHT:
6'0
WEIGHT: 200
EYE COLOR: BLU
HAIR COLOR: BRO
STATE OF IDAHO
COUNTY OF BANNOCK
I, T. Scheierman, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:
1. THAT he is a sworn Police Officer in the State ofldaho for 10 years.
2. THAT on the 3rd day of Sept,2017 , he/she initiated a complaint on a
Uniform Citation form against the named defendant Jacob S. Randall for the
crime of Drug Trafficking I.C. 37-2732B(a)(IXC). The report thereof
attached hereto and incorporated by reference in this Affidavit, sets forth the
basis for probable cause for the arrest of bonding of the named defendant.
3. THAT the following statement is offered as probable cause if no report is
attached.
On the 3rd day September 2017 at approximately 8:36 a.m. I, Cpl. Scheierman,
conducted a traffic stop on a black 2017 Nissan Maxima bearing California license
plate number 7SSH199 on Interstate 86 near mile marker 60, located in Bannock
County Idaho.

I was traveling east on interstate 86 when I observed the black Nissan change Janes
to pass a tractor trailer. When the black Nissan changed lanes it did not use its turn
signal for the required five seconds before changing lanes. Once the black Nissan
had completed its pass of the tractor trailer it again changed lanes and again did not
use its turn signal for the required five seconds before changing lanes.
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208-236-6068

Idaho State Police D5

-

09-04-2017

3 /3

I activated my emergency lights and initiated the traffic stop on the vehicle. I made
contact with the driver of the vehicle Jacob RANDALL. I advised RANDALL of
the reason for the stop and requested his driver's license and vehicle information. I
spoke with RANDALL about his travels. In speaking with RANDALL I observed
multiple indicators of criminal activity.

I deployed my drug detection canine to perform a sniff about the vehicle. My canine
alerted to the presence of odor of a controlled substance on or about the vehicle. A
probable cause search was conducted. Subsequent to the search approximately 65
pounds of mariiuana was located in the trunk of the vehicle. RANDALL was
arrested and booked into the Bannock County Jail for drug trafficking.

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State ofldaho
that the foregoing is true and correct.

(Date)

(Signature)
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.
•

•

..,

CJ ~? ;:~-:; ~ t-.; .~- :

_.. ,.,

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICl~A£?b~ffi~Q:]t9tiX~,.

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE couNTY~!Jl; ~r

f~~ °t';·~~
1

MAGISTRATE DIVISION
STATE OF IDAHO
Plaintiff

vs.

JACOB STEELE RANDALL
XXX-XX-4081
07/06/1977
Defendant.

4t)d'

)

)
)
)
)
)

PROBABLE CAUSE MINUTE
ENTRY AND ORDER

)

)
)
)
)

An Affidavit of Probable Cause having been presented to the undersigned magistrate on this
date charging the defendant with the crime(s) of:

TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code§ 37-2732B(a)(1)(C),

1,4-- The defendant, having been incarcerated without a warrant, the court finds Probable Cause to
believe the defendant committed the crime(s) set forth above.
._
[ ] The defendant is released O.R.
0
~The defendant shall remain incarcerated in lieu of bond(s) in the amount o f $ ~ [ ] The defendant shall remain incarcerated in lieu of bond in the amount set by
schedule.
[ ] The defendant shall remain incarcerated and bond shall be determined at arraignment.

theond

[ ] This affidavit is made in support of an application for an arrest warrant.
[ ] An arrest warrant was issued setting bond(s) in the amount of _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
[ ] The court does not find Probable Cause to believe the defendant committed the crime(s) set forth
above. The defendant shall be released within 48 hours of arrest.
IT IS SO ORDERED,
DATED this ~ f September, 2017. and signed at

IIJ: IQ

o'clock -4_.M.

►~---~~
=:GE

SIXTH DISTRICT MAGISTRATE

Probable Cause Minute Entry and Order
Revised 04-13-06
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Name: Jacob S Randall

Release Date: _ _ _ __
Time: _ _ _ _ _ _ __

t:,LFD
flANNUC:-: CCUi\JTY Deputy: _ _ _ _ _ __
t~LE~t< CJ. r~E ,-.f)t,if..,___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___,

Case#: CR-2017-0010456-FE
Citation Number:

SIXTH DISTRICT COURT, BANNOC
TO THE SHERIFF OF BANNOCK COUNTY:
Jacob S Randall having this 5th day of September, 2017 had a Arraignment in the Magistrate Court on the
charge(s) of:
Warrant:

N/A

Bond: Dismissed

Charge(s):
Drug-Trafficking In Marijuana (25 lbs or More or Consists of 100 Plants or
More)

Amended to:

Bond: 25,000
Bond:
Bond:
Bond:
Bond:

Special Instructions _ _
Court Services

D

Is hereby ordered to serve

days.

D credit for
days
D credit to begin on
D consecutive with
D concurrent with
D trustee
D Work Release

Future Commitment
Jail sentence to Begin:
Jail sentence to End:
To be completed no later than:
Special Instructions:

Special Instructions

The jail is ORDERED to monitor schedule, verify wortcslte and confirm transportation to and from work site.

Next Court Appearance: Monday, September 18, 2017, at 02:30 PM before the Honorable Scott E. Axline.

It Is hereby ordered that you receive him/her Into our custody and detain him/her until such time you are
furnished an Order of Release or the defendant has satisfied the penalty as Imposed by the Court.
Dated: 9/5/2017

Judge David Kress

Final Disposition _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Date _ _ _ _ _ _ Deputy _ _ _ _ _ __
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STATE OF IDAHO,
REQUEST FOR BOND
Plaintiff,
CASE NO. Cj2

vs.

·ao \7- /c2~SJl ~

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
XXX-XX-4081
07/06/1977
Defendant.

We request a bond of $25,000.00 be set for defendant, JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
charged with the public offenses of TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code§ 37-2732B(a)(1)(C),
for the following reasons: due to the nature of the offense and the defendant being a non-resident.
DATED this

day of September, 2017.
0":::/-~
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~fffT ~E

Sixth Judicial District Court,
In and For the County ot'B'ann

Magistrate Divisict)Y -·--··=-~.;;~"--STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff.
vs.

1
1-,..·~
• ,..,UC
1--\,:
/ , l, l.

)

E·RK
,

)
)

)
)
)
)

Jacob S Randall
2302 Pierce St Ne
Minneapolis, MN 55413

ARRAIGNMENT ORDER
Case No: CR-2017-0010456-FE
ORDER TO ATTEND PRELIMINARY HEARING

)

Defendant.

)

____

)

)
)

NOTICE IS GIVEN that the above-entitled case Is set for:
Preliminary Hearing
Judge:
Courtroom:

Monday, September 18, 2017 02:30 PM
Scott E. Axline
Room 209b- Main Floor

The defendant in this case appeared with counsel,

, for initial appearance on this date and was

informed of the charge(s) filed against him/her and was advised of his/her constitutional rights. The
State was represented by

0

, Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney.

Upon request and application for an attorney, the Public Defender's office was appointed to

represent the defendant.

Reimbursement for the services of the Public Defender, if any, will be

determined at the conclusion of the case. The defendant Is ordered, as a condition of release, to
contact the Public Defender's office at (208) 236-7040 as listed below and to provide that office with a
valid mailing address and telephone number. If the defendant's address or telephone number changes
he/she shall immediately notify the court and the public defender's office in writing. The defendant is
also ordered, as a condition of release, to remain In contact with the Public Defender's office at all times
until the end of this case. Failure to maintain contact with the public defender may result in a warrant
for the defendant's arrest.

Meet with your Public Defender on Tuesday, _ _ at 2:30 p.m.
Other conditions of release: Whether released on your own recognizance, or to Court Services Pretrial
Release, or after ·posting bond the Court ORDERS you to comply with the following conditions of release:
-You shall appear for all court ordered hearings unless excused by the court in writing.
-You shall not appear for court with any amount of alcohol or illegal drugs in your system.
-You shall not violate any Domestic Violence or Criminal No Contact order.

ARRAIGNMENT PRETRIAL ORDER
ORDER TO ATTEND PRELIMINARY HEARING

Page 1
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Failure to comply with these conditions of may result in the immediate revocation of your pretrial
release and/or a warrant for your arrest.
The Court heard oral argument from the parties on Bond.
Bond was then set in the amount of: $=2s.........
oo=o=.OO:a;;.._ _ _ __

D Bond previously posted is continued.
D The defendant was released on their own recognizance.
D Upon release from jail the defendant is to be supervised by Court Services.
D No Contact Order issued.
DATED: Tuesday. September OS, 2017
MAGISTRATE JUDGE

'

By:

Private Counsel:
Mailed_ _ Hand Delivered

Prosecutor:

JaNiece Price Bannock County Prosecutors Office
Mailed_ _ Hand D e l i v e r ~

Officer:

Defendant:

Prosecutor Bannock County Other Agency

I acknowledge I received this Arraignment Pretrial Order and Order to Attend pretrial on

!
~~

this Tuesday. Septemb~•,0520:·
~~

_
J

ARRAIGNMENT PRETRIAL ORDER
ORDER TO ATTEND PRELIMINARY HEARING

dal

(.a !J-

:F}J/197

Phone#

Page 2
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.

.
A-AFFORDABLE BAIL BONDS
THOMAS EVANS

P.O. Box 4609
Pocatello, ID 83205-4609
866-554-2245
Idaho Appearance Bond
Bail Bond No._ _ _ _
IS3_0_K_-2_0_89_1_1_ _
(POWER OF AITORNEY WITH THIS NUMBER MUST BE AITACBED)

IN THE____,t_DISTRICT COURT, STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO
vs.

}

coUNTYoF

Atn-o,d

td!Ct?..#&t«~
Defendant:c/41 L,?" -~~ &'
Having been admitted to bail and ordered to appear in the above-entitled court on_ _ _ _ _ _at_ _ _ __
(State "Misdemeanor" or "Felony")
......./k__,,_"'-=--f;~~'-'e~d-"'-~'-4!S,.-----------------c.harge(s):
International Fidelity Insurance Company herby undertakes that the above-named defendant will appear in the
above named court on the date above set forth to answer any charge in any accusatory pleading based upon the acts
supporting the complaint filed against him/her and duly authorized amendments thereof, in whatever court it may be
prosecuted, and will at all times hold him/herself amenable to the others and process of the court, and, if convicted, will
appear for pronouncement ofjudgment or grant of probation; or, if he/she fails to prefonn either of these conditions,
International Fidelity Insurance Company will pay to the state ofldaho, the sum of:

..,_'___1,,,
4___~......t1-o/'--"'51--.h. . ___:,,,._:,______~_~_t:'_~..;...,r;;;.,S:_,:A;.:;..;,...:~..-::ef-E..~L.4,,C,.,C.../2-'-¼-"'"' --'r:r::..-:S".___ _($ ~_i;,t2,~
nns BOND IS VOID IF WRIITEN FOR AN AMOUNT GREATER THAN THE POWER OF ATTORNEY ATTACHED
HERETO, IF MORE THAN ONE SUCH POWER IS ATTACHED, OR IF WRITTEN AFTER THE EXPIRATION DATE
SPECIFIED ON THE ATTACHED POWER OF ATTORNEY. nns IS AN APPEARANCE BOND AND CANNOT BE
CONSTRUED TO GUARANTEE ANY OTHER CONDITION OF RELEASE OR AS A GUARANTEE FOR FAILURE TO
PROVIDE PAYMENTS, BACK ALIMONY PAYMENTS, FINES, OR WAGE LAW CLAIMS. THIS BOND CANNOT BE
USED AS A BOND ON APPEAL.
International Fidelity Insurance Company
(Attorney-in-fact)

I certify under penalty of perjury that I am a licensed Bail Agent of the Intematioal Fidelity Insurance
Company and that I am executing this bond on

.Jl·L-/Z
'

at

-----

nus BOND VOID ONE YEAR
AfTER DATE OF ISSUANCE
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9-18-2017 J. Axli~~tJN1~ '!cl'Y Hearings

1B-CRT209

f p I 8C~:2017-

09-FE C?rena ~riel Fitzsimon ; State-Ash le¥ Graha~;
ent with Justin Oleson; State-amended information
rar'1J~pres
1
!for P.etit The·.ft; Defendant pied guilty; State-Recommendations;
~obert Williams - oral victim statement; Court - unless there is
-·· - ~
.,,· uTY ¢~~~.!hat she pawned/sold them what gives him the authority
· to ortler her to state where the 6 guns are? Oleson; Robert Johns
was found with possession of some of the guns; Defendant
addresses the Court; Court sentenced the Defendant;

02:43:37 PM !

tjr}

..

:

CR-2017-10620-FE Ricky J. O'Shea; State-Ashley Graham;
Defendant present with Tawnya Haines; DA-requesting
! continuance for discovery requests; Court inquires of Defendant;
i Court finds good cause m · nee; Prelim hrng reset to
.
10-16:W -1~- ~
..............................
········•·••· ............................................................................ ·........ .-;:;~················..········•··. ···...·.. ···................................................................. · ....................
-p;J 1 ,-10456-FE Jacob S. Randall; Stat JaNiece Price;
;
03 :02:17 PM
i Defendant present without counsel ; Def w · ed statutory time
more time to hire
: frame for preliminary hearing; Def wis
at 2:30 pm;
10-23-2017
to
ed
·
objection;
sel ; State-no
02 :59:20 PM

I

03:10:32 PM

9/18/2017

CR-2017-10454-FE Stefen S. Whitmer; Ryan Godfrey for State;
! Defendant present with J. Scott Andrew;

1 of 1
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Aaron N. Thompson
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHARTERED
216 W. Whitman
P.O. Box 370
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370
Telephone: 208-233-0132
Facsimile: 208-234-2961
Idaho State Bar No. 6235
DISTRICT OF THE
IN THE DISTRICT COU RT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL
BANNOCK
OF
TY
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUN
MAGISTRATE DIVISION
CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

VS.

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.
appearance on behal f of
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned files an
requests that copies of all
Defendant Jacob Randall Steele in this matter and
above.
correspondence and pleadings be forwarded to the address

~

DATED this/

J day of October, 2017.

MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD
Attorneys for Defendant

E - PAGE 1
CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE-NOTICE OF APPEARANC
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.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY certify that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appearance was served
indicated.
on the following named person(s) at the address(es) shown and in the manner
[ ] U.S. Mail
JaNeice Price
Bannock County Prosecutor '{~] Email
Hand Delivered
P.O. Box P
Po~ll o, ID 83205

f]

DATED this

a

d~y of October, 2017.

~

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE-NOTICEOF APPEAR ANCE-P AGE 2
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Aaron Thompson
216 W Whitman St.
Pocatello, ID 83204
ID Bar #6235

cc:
0

Ryan Pacy ga
th
333 South 7 Street, Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402
MN Bar# 321576
0 Limited Admissions Granted By This Jurisdiction

CIAL DISTRICT OF THE
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDI
OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

MOTION FOR PRO HAC VICE
ADMISSION

vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.
ons the court for admission of
Pursuant to 1.B.C.R. 227, the undersigned counsel petiti
Ryan M. Pacyga, pro hac vice, in this case.
good standing, of the bar of
Ryan Pacyga certifies that he is an active member, in
law at the above-noted address, and that he is
Minnesota, that he maintains the regular practice of
ice in Idaho. Ryan Pacyga certifies that he
not a resident of the State of Idaho or licensed to pract
in any previous matters.
has not been previously admitted under I.B.C.R. 227
n has been served on all other
Undersigned counsel certify that a copy of this motio
panied by a $325 fee and a certificate of
parties in this case, and that a copy of this motion, accom
Bar.
good standing, have been submitted to the Idaho State
the best of their knowledge. Aaron
Counsel certify that the above information is true to
required at all court proceedings in which
Thompson acknowledges that his attendance shall be
the trial judge.
Ryan Pacyga appears, unless specifically excused by

Page 29

Date: October 16, 2017

•

•

MAY, RAMMELL, AND THOMPSON, CHTD

216 W Whitman St.
Pocatello, ID 83204
208-623-8021

RY AN PACYGA CRIMINAL DEFENSE

By:/s/ Ryan M . Pacyga
Ryan M. Pacyga (MN Bar 321576)
333 South Seventh Street
Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402
612-339-5844
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appearance was
delivered to the Fairfield County Prosecuting Attorney via fax transmission this

fr_

th

day of

October, 2017.
[ ] U.S. Mail
JaNeice Price
Bannock County Prosecutor rX])Email
( ] Hand Delivered
P.O. BoxP
Pocatello, ID 83205
DATED this

{J::day of October, 2017.
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•

•

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DIST
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF B
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-

ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR
PRO HAC VICE ADMISSION

vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.
October 16, 2017 and being fully
The Court has considered the Motion for Pro Hae Vice filed on
be admitted pro hac vice in this
advised in the premises, it is hereby ordered that Ryan Pacyga
attendance shall be required in all
case and that Aaron Thompson serve as Local Counsel, whose
ly excused by the court.
court proceedings in which Ryan Pacyga appears, unless specifical

/Dated this ~/?day of October, 2017.
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•

\

•
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on this date a copy of the foregoing Order Granting Motion for Pro Hae
Vice Admission was served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the
manner indicated.

Aaron N. Thompson

[ ] U.S. Mail

May, Rammell & Thompson, Chtd. ~ ~~-aC~P.O. Box 370
•.._L..J--Halfd Delivered
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370
•

.,.,.,.,..- ·-

Ryan Pacyga
333 South 7th Street, Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402
JaNeice Price
Bannock County Prosecutor
P.O. Box P
Pocatello, ID 83205

~ail
[ ] Hand Delivery
[ ] Facsimile
[ ] U.S. Mail

[ ]

E__!wul✓-~-

~ a n d Delivered

/)11
DATED thi(LJLiay of October, 2017.
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FILED

BANNOCK COUNTY
CLERK OP: nu=. ~C't:R'-;

20/lOCT
Aaron N . Thom pson
MAY, RAM MELL & THOM PSON , CHAR TERE D
216 W. Whitm an
P.O. Box3 70
Pocat ello, Idaho 83204 -0370
Telephone: 208-2 33-01 32
Facsimile: 208-234-2961
Idaho State Bar No. 6235

BY

IN THE DIST RICT COUR T OF THE SIXT H JUDI CIAL
DIST RICT OF THE
STAT E OF IDAH O, IN AND FOR THE COUN TY OF
BANN OCK
MAG ISTR ATE DIVIS ION
STAT E OF IDAH O,

CASE NO. CR-20 17-10 456-F E

Plaintiff,

vs.

STIPULATION TO CONTINUE
PRELIMINARY HEARING

JACO B STEE LE RAND ALL,
Defen dant.
Jacob Steele Randa ll, by and throug h his couns el of record
, Aaron N. Thom pson
of the firm May, Ramm ell & Thom pson, Chartered,
and Ja Niece Price, Depu ty
Prose cuting Attorn ey for Banno ck County, hereb y stipul
ate to continue the prelim inary
hearin g curren tly set for Octob er 23, 2017 at 2:30 PM based
upon the following grounds:
1. Couns el for Jacob Randa ll will be out of State on
Octob er 23, 2017.
WHE REFO RE, THE PART IES JOIN TLY REQUEST:

That the prelim inary hearin g be rescheduled to Octob er
30, 2017 at 2:30 PM.

10/aolr 7

DAT E

I

(

#~

DATE

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE-STIPULATIONTO
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FILED

BANNOCK COUNTY .
CLERK OF THE couR ·:

Aaron N. Thompson

MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPS ON, CHARTER ED

216 W. Whitman
P.O. Box 370
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-037 0
Telephone: 208•233-0 132
Facsimile: 208-234-2961
Idaho State Bar No. 6235

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOC K
MAGISTR ATE DIVISION
STATE OF IDAHO,

CASE NO. CR·2017-1 0456-FE

Plaintiff,

vs.

ORDER CONTINUING
PRELIMINARY HEARING

JACOB STEELE RANDAL L,

Defendant.
Based upon the Stipulation of the parties, and good cause appearing, the
Preliminary Hearing in this matter, currently scheduled for October 23, 2017, shall be
continued to October 30, 29)1 at 2: 30 PM.
-,~
DATED this _o<_ day of October, 2017.

CASE NO. CR-2017-1 0456-FE-O RDER CONTINUING PRELIMINARY HEARING -Page 1
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY certify that a copy of the foregoing was served on the following
named person(s) at the address(es) shown and in the manner indicated.
Aaron N. Thompson
May, Rammell & Thompson, Chtd.
P.O. Box 370
Pocatello, ID 83204

Ja Niece Price
Bannock County Prosecutor
P.O. BoxP
Pocatello, ID 83205

D~ail

ffFacsimile:
D
0

(208) 234-2961
Hand Delivered
Email: at@mrtlaw.net

QU~ail

__ra---Facsimile: (208) 236- 7288

D
D

Hand Delivered
Email: prosecutor@bannockcounty.us

DATED ~ayofOct ober, 2017.

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE - ORDER CONTINUING PRELIMINARY HEARING - Page 2
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Aaron N. Thompson
May, Rammell & Thompson, Chtd
P.O. Box 370
Pocatello, ID 83204
ID Bar#6235
Ryan Pacyga
333 South ih Street, Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402
?v1N Bar# 321576
0 Limited Admissions Granted By This Jurisdiction

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE.SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

AMENDED MOTION FOR PRO HAC
VICE ADMISSION

VS .

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.
Pursuant to I.B.C.R 227, the undersigned counsel petitions the court for admission of
Ryan M. Pacyga, pro hac vice, in this case.
Ryan Pacyga certifies that he is an active member, in good standing, of the bar of
Minnesota, that he maintains the regular practice of law at the above-noted address, and that he is
not a resident of the State ofldaho or licensed to practice in Idaho. Ryan Pacyga certifies that he
has not been previously admitted under I.B.C.R. 227 in any previous matters.
Undersigned counsel certify that a copy of this motion has been served on all other
parties in this case, and that a copy ohhis motion, accompanied by a $325 fee and a certificate of
good standing, have been submitted to the Idaho State Bar.
Counsel certify that the above information is true to the best of their knowledge. Aaron
Thompson acknowledges that his attendance shall be required at all court proceedings in which
Ryan Pacyga appears, unless specifically excused by the trial judge.

AMENDED MOTION FOR PRO HAC VICE ADMISSION - Page 1
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Date: October

'71', 2017

MA¥, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD

,.~
e
aronompson
216 W Whitman St.
Pocatello, ID 83204
(208) 233-0132

Date: October

1S

2017

RYANPA~A LDPENSS

By:_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Ryan M. Pacyga (MN Bar 321576)
333 South Seventh Street, Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 339-5844

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY certify that a copy of the foregoing was served on the following named
person(s) at the address(es) shown and in the manner indicated.

D

Ja Niece Price
Bannock County Prosecutor
P.O. Box P
Pocatello, ~ 5

0

O
D

U.S. Mail
Facsimile:
Hand Delivered
Email:
_ _

DA TED this ~ y of October, 20 I 7.

.

~

AMENDED M_OTION FOR PRO HAC VICE ADMISSION - Page 2

Page 38

27-0ct- 2017

MRT Law

11:03

p.2

Oct. n 201l 11 :40AM

PH 3: 51+

STEPHEN F. HERZOG
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
P.O. BoxP
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050

(208) 238-7280
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
IN TI-IE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
)
)

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

vs.

)
)
)

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,

)
)

Case No. CR~2017-10456-FE
STIPULATION FOR

CONTINUANCE

)

Defendant

)

COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE,
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Bannock County, Idaho, and AARON
THOMPSON, Attorney for the Defendant, and hereby stipulate and agree to continue the
Preliminary Hearing set for October 30, 201~ at 2:30 p.m. to November 13, 2017 at 2:30
p.m., due to the State's witness being out of town and unavailable to testify at the
hearing.

~

DATED this ;Ilday otoctober, 2017

DATED thia

/l

of October, 2017
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF °W.E
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

STATE OF IDAHO,
Case No. CR-2017-10456-FE

Plaintiff,
vs.

ORDER AND NOTICE OF HEARING
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

On Stipulation of counsel in the above matter and good cause appearing;
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED That the Preliminary Hearing in the above
entitled matter previously scheduled for October 30, 2017 at 2:30 p.m ., shall be continued
until the November 13, 2017 at the hour of 2:30 p.m. before the Honorable Scott E.
Axline .
DATED this

Cc:

~ day of October, 2017.

JaNiece Price
Aaron Thompson

Page 40
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11-13-2017 Judge Axline - Preliminary Hearings
~

1:11 i:n

•

1B-CRT209

03:27:ll)filM!)~F.<WUNTYCR-2017-10456 -FE Jacob S. Randall ; State-JaNiece Price;
CLERK OF ThE ·: · ·, , ":Oefendant present with Aaron N. Thompson and Ryan Pacyga;
State to contact her office and see what the ETA; DA; State-is just
2017 NOVj 13 PM 4: I tjassing Fort Hall; will wait for office; recess;

i

~- .un CLERK
I

03 :49 .

vt::

03:50:06 PM PAWL(1)
sworn
03:51:19 PM
03:51 :33
04:21:45
04:31 :41
04:31 :53
04:32 :01
04:32 :17
04:40:45
04 :40:47
04:40 :49
04:40 :52
04:41 :30
04:41 :40

PM [
PM I
PM i Price
PM
PM Court

CR-17-10456-FE Jacob S. Randall; contInuatIon of hearing,
Corporal Tyler Scheierman; DX by PA;
Defendant stipulate to training , expertise as a police officer;
DX cont'd ; Defendant ID'd by witness; DX cont'd ;
I X by DA Pacyga;
, Objection/Relevance;
Arguments

I

sustained;
[ X by DA cont'd;
PM i
State Rests
PM
Defendant Rests
PM '
PM ICourt
i
I Closing Statement;
PM Price
PM [ Defendant Closing Statement;
binds defendant over to District Court; bond cont'd;
PM ! Court

I

04:42 :08 PM : End

11/13/2017

2 of 2
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STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff.
vs.
Jacob S Randall
2302 Pierce St Ne
Minneapolis, MN, 55413
Defendant.

)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No: CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER
BINDING DEFENDANT OVER
TO DISTRICT COURT

The above-entitled matter was before the Court on Monday, November 13, 2017 for
Preliminary Hearing on the charge(s) of TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, 1.C.37ted by
2732B(a)(1)(C) . The Honorable Scott E. Axline presided . The State was represen
Neil
Aaron
JaNiece Price. The Defendant appeared in person and through counsel,
Thompson and Ryan M. Pacyga, appearing as counsel Pro Hae Vice.
Tyler
The State called the following witnesses and introduced the following exhibits:
exhibits.
any
introduce
Scheierman. The State did not
The
The Defendant called the following witnesses and introduced the following exhibits:
exhibits.
any
introduce
not
did
and
s
witnesse
any
call
not
Defendant did
) listed
The Court reviewed the evidence and testimony and concluded the public offense(s
believe
to
grounds
le
reasonab
found
above was/were committed in Bannock County, and
the Defendant committed said offense(s).
Court and
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Defendant be bound over to the District
above.
listed
)
held to answer to the charge(s

.

Bond status: The Defendant's bond is $25,000.00. The Defendant has posted bond
attend all
The Court ORDERED the Defendant to stay in contact with his/her attorney and
future court proceedings.

B8112004
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER BINDING DEFENDANT OVER TO DISTRICT COURT
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IT IS SO ORDERED this Monday, November 13, 2017.

~
UDGE
~ISrnA

s

TT E.

NE

-

and correct copy of the
I certify that on Tuesday, November 14, 2017 I served a true
to District Court on
foregoing Minute Entry and Order Binding the Defendant Over
postage.
the person(s) listed below by hand delivery or mail with correct

Aaion Neil Thompson
May, Rammell & Thompson
PO Box 370
Pocatello ID 83204
Ryan M. Pacyga
333 South Seventh Street Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402

JaNiece Price
Bannock County Prosecutors Office
PO Box P
Pocatello, ID 83205

Robert Poleki
Clerk Of The District Court

TO DISTRICT COURT B8112004
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER BINDING DEFENDANT OVER
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECU TING ATTORNEY
P.O. Box P
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050
(208) 236-7280

JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

)
)

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

)
)

REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY

)
)

vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

)
)
)

- ~ ~- ·yl\.C.,,l.\<\ °'--TO :

N t~.TI IOMP~. PO BOX 370, Pocatello, ldal10, Attrn11ey for theAA
Defeodaflt.-PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the

Idaho Criminal Rules requests discovery and inspection of the following information,
evidence, and materials:
1. Any books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies
or portions thereof, which are within the possession, custody or control of the Defendant,
and which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial in the above-mentioned case.

REQUEST - Page 1
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2.
Copies of any and all results or reports of physical
or mental
examinations and of any scientific tests or experiments
made in connection with the
above-mentioned case , or copies thereof, within the
possession or control of the
Defendant which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial,
or which were prepared by a
witness whom the defendant intends to call at trial when
the results or reports relate to
testimony of the witness .
3. Describe any and all documents and tangible evidence
, not previously
disclosed , which Defendant intends to introduce or may introduce
at trial.
4. The names and addresses of lay witnesses the Defenda
nt intends to call
at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesse
s.
5. The names and addresses of expert witnesses the Defenda
nt intends to
call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesse
s.
6. Under Idaho Code §19-519, if you intend to offer evidence
of an alibi in
your defense, you are hereby required to serve upon me,
the undersigned Prosecuting
Attorney for Bannock County, Idaho, within ten (10) days,
a notice in writing of your
intention to claim such alibi which said notice shall contain
specific information as the
place(s) and time(s) at said place(s) at which you claim to
have been on the day of the
alleged offense, and as particularly as is known to you or
your attorney , the names and
addresses of the individual(s) and/or testimonial witnesse
s by whom you propose to
establish such alibi.
7. This is a continuing Request for Discovery and the
Attorney for the
Defense shall timely file such supplemental responses with
the Court and shall serve the
same upon the State as may be required from time to time
to correctly set forth all further
and different information obtained by the Attorney for the Defense
.

REQUEST - Page 2
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The undersigned further requests that said information, evidence and
materials be presented to the Office of the Prosecuting Attorney, Bannock County
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho, on or before the fourteenth day from which it has been
signed, or at such other date and time mutually agreed to by counsel.
DATEDthis~ayofNovember, 2017.

. • · ·· · ··

·7

~- _., f
JaNJECE
As~ist~nt Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
Banndck
County, Idaho
J
/

CERTIFICATE OF DE~ERY
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this /

1 ~·ay of November, 2017, a true and

correct copy of the foregoing REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was delivered to the
following:

"RiOJ'\ ro.c

l °'

AARON N. TH~SGN

ATTORN-E¥-A-T~-bAW
Pe BOX 370
PGCAIEl-bG,~-9AHG-8-J204=03.ZO

Ja
!

i

'

i
I
I

I

\ .. ·''

'

REQUEST - Page 3

Page 46

STEPHEN F. HERZOG
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSEC UTOR
P.O. BOX P
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205
Telephone: (208) 236-7280

__. ,_.

.-:-~" O': 'r' u ; i

.. . . .

•,

JANIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney

IN THE DISTRIC T COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOC K
STATE OF IDAHO,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)

JACOB STEELE RANDAL L,

)
)

____ ____ ____ ___

)
)

Plaintiff,

Defendant.

CASE NO . CR-2017-10456-FE
PROSEC UTING ATTORNEY'S
INFORMATION

)

STEPHE N F. HERZOG, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for Bannock County,
State of Idaho, who, in the name and by the authority of said State prosecutes in its
behalf, in proper person comes into said District Court in the County of Bannock, State of
Idaho, on the

Jj_ day of November, 2017, and gives the Court to understand and be

informed that JACOB STEELE RANDALL is accused by this information of the crime of
TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code§ 37-2732B(a)(1)(C), (punisha ble by a
MANDAT ORY MINIMUM of 5 years and $15,000.0 0) , committed as follows , to-wit:

That the said JACOB STEELE RANDALL, in the County of Bannock, State
of Idaho, on or about the 3RD day of September, 2017, did knowingly possess and bring
into this state 25 pounds or more of Marijuana, to wit: 65 pounds.

PROSECUTING ATTORN EY'S INFORMATION Page 1
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All of which is contrary to the form of the
statute in such case in said State made
and provided and against the peace and
dignity of the State of Idaho.

STEPHEN F.HRZ0G
Prosecuting Attorney
Bannock County, Idaho

STATE OF IDAHO
COUNTY OF BAN NOC K

)
) ss .
)

I, ROB ERT POLE Kl, Clerk of the District
Court of the Sixth Judicial District,
in and for the Cou nty of Bannock , State
of Idaho, do hereby certify that the foreg
oing is a
true and correct copy of the original infor
mation filed in my office on the _ _ day
of

Clerk

Deputy

PROSECUTING ATT ORN EY'S INFORMA
TION Page 2
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nJDICIAL DISTRIC12m ~ IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH
NTY OF BANNOC~. ,t, ·~
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR 1HE COU
• t

,, 8, 2O
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\

·~ ::: ~: ,,;_

STATE OF IDAHO,
CASE NO. CR- lt)i l

Plaintiff,

~

O0i(l ':J.rlu- Ft

ARRAIGNMENT HEARING
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RIGHTS

V.

Defendant.

Is this your correct legal name?

·✓ Yes

__ _No
_____
Correct Name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_ __

speaking or understanding English?
Do you have any difficulty reading, writing,
.
/No
__ _ Yes
of:
You have been charged with the crime(s)

Hav /ou discussed the possible penalties

i,/

Yes

' Yes

I\f\

ffi Ctr (j VI lU~ U

with your attorney?

__ _No

Have you had an opportunity to review the
attorney?
/

,-y- C\ {{\ Ci{\ f1 ~

Prosecuting Attorney's Information with your

- - -No

ARR AIGN MEN T HEARING ACK NOW

LED GEM ENT OF RIGIITS

PAG El

Page 49

Would you like me to review the Prosecuting Attorney's Information with you or would you
waive the reading of it?
·v

//

Waive the reading.
Review the Information in open court.

You have a right to enter a plea to the charge(s). If you enter a plea it must be either guilty or not
guilty. If you enter no plea it is the same as a not guilty plea. If you need additional time before
entering a plea I can give that to you.
Would you like to enter a plea?
_1._
.

_Yes

___No

7yourplea?
-

Not Guilty
Guilty

Do you want this set on the jwy trial calendar or set for further proceedings?

/

Jury Trial
Further Proceedings

Is there a Preliminary Hearing transcript that needs to be prepared?
___ Yes

/

No

/'Defendan9S Signature

ARRAIGNMENT HEARING ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RIGHTS
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

Case No:CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER ON
ARRAIGNMENT AND ORDER
SETTING CRIMINAL JURY
TRIAL

vs.
JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.

The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 20

th

day of November,

2017, with his counsel, Aaron Neil Thompson appearing as counsel Pro Hae Vice for Ryan
M. Pacyga, for arraignment. The Defendant appeared telephonically and Mr. Thompson
appeared in person.

Ryan Godfrey, Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney,

appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. Rodney Felshaw was the Court Reporter.
When asked by the Court, the Defendant stated that his true name is as shown
on the Information. The reading of the Prosecuting Attorney's Information was waived
and a certified copy of the same handed to the Defendant.
The Defendant was advised by the Court that he was allowed a reasonable time
of not less than 24 hours before he could be required to enter a plea to the Information,

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 1 of 8
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but that he could waive that right and enter a plea at this time. The Defendant waived
the time in which to enter a plea and entered a plea of NOT GUilTY to the charge of

TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code §37-2732B(a)(1)(C), as described in the
Information.
Pursuant to the request made by Defense Counsel ;
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that a transcript be prepared of the preliminary
hearing held on November 13, 2017 before the Hon. Scott E. Axline .
(a) The Court Reporter shall forthwith estimate the cost of preparing said
transcript and mail the same to the respective parties herein.
(b) The Defendant shall pay the estimated fee for preparation of the
transcript as determined by the Court Reporter within 14 days after the
estimate has been provided to counsel, and the Defendant shall pay
the balance of the fee for the transcript upon its completion . The Court
Reporter shall prepare the transcript and lodge the same with the Clerk
of the Court within thirty-five (35) days from the date of payment of the
estimated fee.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this case is hereby set for JURY TRIAL before
the undersigned District Judge on FEBRUARY 13, 2018 AT THE HOUR OF 9 A.M. on
a "to follow" basis.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this case is hereby set for PRE-TRIAL

CONFERENCE on JANUARY 22, 2018 AT THE HOUR OF 4 P.M. The Court will allow
the Defendant to participate via telephone. Counsel for the Defendant, Mr. Thompson,
shall initiate the call to the Defendant during the pre-trial conference.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the BOND PREVIOUSLY POSTED in this
matter be and the same is hereby CONTINUED , with the Defendant being advised that

Case No. CR-2017-001 0456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 2 of 8
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the following conditions are attached to his said release, to wit:
(1)

y
Defendant shall keep in touch with his attorney and shall keep his attorne
advised of his current telephone number and address;

(2)

Defendant is required to appear on time and prepared for all scheduled
proceedings;

(3)

l
Defendant shall not violate any laws of the City, County, State or Federa
government during the period of said release ; and

(4)

Defendant shall not leave the Sixth District (or state of Minnesota, where
the Defendant resides) during said release without prior knowledge and
permission of your attorney.

ns of
Defendant was further advised that his failure to comply with the conditio
arrest and the
said release could result in the issuance of a Bench Warrant for his
revocation of said release.
CRIMINAL JURY TRIAL ORDER

(1)

Bannock
TRIAL DATE. A JURY TRIAL has been set above, in Courtroom 309,

the same date.
County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. Several cases are set for trial on
d as cases
Therefore, notice is given that the trial of this matter may need to be adjuste
as possible.
resolve . The parties will be notified of any change in the trial date as soon
tion of the
Otherwise, a continuance of the trial date shall occur only upon a Stipula
the requested
parties, or upon a written Motion which clearly states the reasons for
or filed by the
continuance. A Stipulation, or a Motion to Continue the trial, agreed to
the Motion to
Defendant, requires an acknowledgment signed by the Defendant that
the Defendant
Continue has been discussed with and is agreed to by the Defendant. If
be tried in his
fails to appear for jury trial, the Defendant is hereby notified that he will
Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 3 of 8
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•
absence.

(2)

PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE. A Pre-Trial Conference has been set above. The

Defendant is ordered to be present for the Pre-Trial Conference, unless incarcerated or
otherwise ordered by the Court.

Failure to appear, absent good cause, shall be

grounds for issuance of a warrant of arrest and pre-trial incarceration.
(3)

DISCOVERY, including all disclosures required by I.C.R. 16, must be served and

completely responded to at least 21 days prior to trial.
(4)

MOTIONS. Except for good cause shown, all Motions listed in I.C.R. 12(b) must

be filed at least 45 days prior to trial and heard at least 30 days prior to trial. Motions in
Limine shall be filed by the Court at least 7 days prior to trial. Pursuant to Local Rule 3,
all Motions, except Motions to Suppress, shall be accompanied by a brief. Motions to
Suppress shall identify the issues the Defendant intends to raise so the State may be
prepared to go forward. One ( 1) duplicate copy of all Motions, together with supporting
memorandum and documents, shall be lodged (in writing, e-mail or fax), at the time of
filing, in the Court's chambers in Bannock County, and shall be marked "Judge's Copy."

(5)

TRIAL BRIEFS. Trial briefs are encouraged but not required.

Submitted trial

briefs should address substantive factual, legal and/or evidentiary issues, with
appropriate citation to authority.

If a trial brief is filed, it must be provided to the

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 4 of 8

Page 54

•

•

opposing party and a Judge's Copy lodged in the Court's chambers in Bannock County,
at least 7 days prior to trial.

(6)

PRE-TRIAL SUBMISSIONS. At least 7 days prior to trial, each party shall file,

and provide to the opposing party and lodge a Judge's Copy in the Court's chambers,
the following:
(A) A list of all witnesses which each party intends to call to testify at trial,
including anticipated rebuttal witnesses. Expert witnesses shall be identified
as such. Each party must also identify any witness previously disclosed by
the opposing party that will be objected to and the legal grounds therefore.
(8) A list of all exhibits which each party intends to introduce at trial. Each
party must also identify any exhibit previously disclosed by the opposing party
that will be objected to and the legal grounds therefore.
(C) A set of pre-marked exhibits. The State shall mark exhibits beginning
with the number "1" and the Defendant shall mark exhibits beginning with the
letter "A." A Judge's Copy of the pre-marked exhibits shall also be provided
to the Court.
(D) A list of any objections to any other anticipated evidence so that the
Court may be prepared to rule on such objections at trial.
(E)
A listing of any stipulated admissions of fact, which will avoid
unnecessary proof.
(F) A statement whether counsel requests more than 30 minutes for voir dire
or opening statement and, if so, the reason(s) more time is needed.
(7)

JURY INSTRUCTIONS.

Proposed jury instructions and verdict forms shall be

filed and exchanged by the parties at least 7 days prior to trial. The parties shall also
submit both a clean version and a version with cited authority, by e-mail, to the Court's
clerk in Word format, at least 7 days prior to trial.

Except for good cause shown,

proposed jury instructions should conform to the approved pattern Idaho Jury
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Instructions (ICJI).

Certain "stock" instructions need not be submitted. These will

typically include ICJI 101-108, 201-202, 204-208, and 232.
(8)

PLEA AGREEMENTS.

Except for good cause shown, the Court should be

advised of any negotiated Plea Agreement no later than 4:00 P.M., the day prior to the
trial, so the jury can be notified. Should a Plea Agreement be entered into after the jury
has been summoned, the Court may assess the cost of calling the jury to the party the
Court deems responsible for those costs.
(9)

TRIAL PROCEDURES. A total of TWO (2) trial days have been reserved for this

trial. If more trial days will be required, the parties are ORDERED to notify the Court no
less than 30 days prior to trial.

On the first day of trial, counsel shall report to the

Court's chambers at 8:30 a.m. for a brief status conference. Unless otherwise ordered,
trial days will begin at 9:00 a.m. and end about 5:00 p.m., with a one hour break for
lunch. Jury selection shall be by a modified struck jury system.
(10)

HEARINGS

OR CONFERENCES WITH

THE COURT.

All

meetings,

conferences, and/or hearings with the Court shall be scheduled in advance with the
Court's Clerk, Keri Povey, by calling 208-236-7252.

(11)

ALTERNATE JUDGES. Notice is hereby given, pursuant to I.C.R. 25(a)(6), that

an alternate judge may be assigned to preside over the trial of this case, if the current
presiding judge is unavailable. The list of potential alternate judges is: 1) Honorable
Stephen S. Dunn; 2) Honorable Mitchell W. Brown; 3) Honorable Jon Shindurling; 4)
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Honorable William H. Woodland ; or 5) Honorable Richard T. St. Clair. If the I.C.R. 25(a)
disqualification has not previously been exercised, failure to disqualify, without cause,
any one of these alternate judges within fourteen (14) days of the date of this Order
shall constitute a waiver of such right.
DATED this

~d.

day of November, 2017.

ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the ~ a y of November, 201 7, I served a true
and correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the
manner indicated.
Bannock County Prosecutor

0

Aaron Neil Thompson
May, Rammell & Thompson

QU.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
0 Courthouse Box
□ Fax:

Stephanie Davis

□ U . S . Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
□ Fax:

U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
0 Courthouse Box
0 Fax: 236-7288

Robert Poleki
CLERK OF THE COURT

Y%DIMPM

By:_ _ _ _~-,----'......__ _ __
Deputy Clerk
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Aaron N. Thompson
MAY, RAMMEL L & THOMPS ON, CHARTE RED
P.O. Box 370
Pocatello, ID 83204-03 70
ISB # 6235
Ryan Pacyga
th
333 South 7 Street, Suite 2850
Minneapo lis, MN 55402
MN Bar# 321576
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF
BANNOCK

STATE OF IDAHO,

CASE NO . CR-2017- 10456-FE

Plaintiff,

MOTION TO SUPPRESS

VS.

JACOB S1EELE RANDAL L,

Defendant.

,
Defendant, Jacob Steele Randall, by and through his attorneys ofrecord, Aaron N . Thompson
Criminal Rules,
and Ryan M. Pacyga., pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 12(b)(3), all other relevant Idaho
g all
and all other relevant Idaho statutes, hereby timely moves this Court for an Order suppressin
or about
evidence obtained by virtue of the stop of Mr. Randall's vehicle by law enforceme nt on
September 3, 2017 based on the following grounds:
th
nt of the
1. The stop of Mr. Randall's vehicle was illegal in direct contravention the 4 Amendme
and
United States Constitutio n and the Idaho Const. Art I, §17, which guarantees United States

Idaho citizens the right to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures;
probable cause,
2. The stop of Mr. Randall' s vehicle lacked both reasonable articulable suspicion, or
and thus, was illegal;
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3.

•

•

and
The expansion of the traffic stop, in both duration and scope, was unreasonable
th
and the
unconstitutional in violation of the 4 Amendment of the United States Constitution

Idaho Const Art. I, §17;
th
of the 4
4. The warrantless search of Mr. Randall's vehicle was impermissible and vio lative

5.

and
Amendment of the United States Constitution and Idaho Const. Art. 1, §l 7;
Paragraphs 1-4
in
made
allegations
the
of
all
the
of
result
a
as
Any and all evidence obtained

exclusionary
above is "fruit of the poisonous tree" due to its illegal root, and thus, is subject to the
rule and impermissible to be wed against Defendant Randall at Trial.
Wherefore, it is respectfully prayed:

above;
1. That the Court enter an Order suppressing all evidence obtained as referenced
2. That the Court grant an evidentiary hearing pw,;uant to !CR Rule 12; and

3. Any and all relief deemed just an equitable by law.

DATED this

Ji;;:y

of December, 2017.

MAY,
By:

DATED this lr:'liay of December, 20 17.

RY~U CYGW W.N~
By:
RyanM. a yg
333 South 1" Street, Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402

(612) 339-5844
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY certify that a copy of the foregoing Motion to Suppress was served on the following
named person at the address shown and in the manner indicated.
Ja Niece Price
Bannock County Prosecutor
P.O. BoxP
Pocatello, ID 83205

D U.S. Mail
~ Facsimile:

~ Hand Delivered
□ Email:

DATED this Gay of December, 2017.
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Aaron N. Thompson
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD
216 W. Whitman/ P.O. Box 370
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370
Telephone: 208-233-0132
Facsimile: 208-234-2961
Idaho State Bar No. 6235
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
MAGISTRATE DIVISION
STATE OF IDAHO,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

Plaintiff,

NOTICE OF HEARING
vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendant's Motion to Suppress is set to be heard
before the Honorable Robert C. Naftz at the Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello,
Idaho on the 25th day of January, 2018, at the hour of 9:00 AM, or as soon thereafter as
counsel can be heard.

~

DATED this,.}ti. day of December, 2017.
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD
Attorneys for Defendant
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY certify that a copy of the foregoing Notice Hearing was served on the
following named person(s) at the address(es) shown and in the manner indicated.

~ U.S. Mail
JaNeice Price
Bannock County Prosecutor
Email
P.O. Box P
[ ] Hand Delivered
Poc/F1o· ID 83205

P,

DATED this ~ra;:fDecember, 2017.
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAH IN AN~ ,, .:{(/'
~

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
Case No. CR-2017-10456-FE
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Plaintiff

·~

STATE OF IDAHO

vs
Defendant
JACOBS. RANDALL
Received by Earl Wallace on January 22, 2018 to be served on Trooper Tyler Scheirman
I, Earl Wallace being duly sworn depose and say on January 22, 2018 at approximately 10:10
a.m. I personally served a true and correct copy of the Subpoena to Attend Hearing
Upon: Trooper Tyler Scheirman
At: 5205 S. 5th Avenue Pocatello Idaho
Service was made January 22, 2018 at approximately 10:10 a.m. by leaving a true and correct
copy of the Subpoena to Attend Hearing with Margret who accept service on his behave
I certify I am over the age of 18, a resident of the State Of Idaho, have no interest in the above
action, and am a Process Server in the good standing in the judicial circuit in which the process
was served.

;;'&fA1d~Ear1 Wallace, Process Server
Subscribed and sworn to before me on January 23, 2018
by th~,jffiant who is personally known to me

·LUhfv1c.U~0
Notary Public for the State of Idaho
Residing at: Pocatello Idaho
My Commission Expires: June 12,2021
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,

Case No:CR-2017-0010456-FE

Plaintiff,

ORDER CONTINUING JURY
TRIAL AND PRE-TRIAL
CONFERENCE

vs.
JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.

Pursuant to the request made by the parties at the pre-trial conference to continue
the trial in this matter,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is
hereby reset for JURY TRIAL before the undersigned District Judge on APRIL 10. 2018
AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is
hereby set for PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE on MARCH 26. 2018. AT THE HOUR OF
4:00 P.M.

DATED this

~LJ

day of January, 2018.

~ £ -~
District Judge
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,
Case No:CR-2017-0010456-FE
vs.

MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 25th day of January, 2018,
with his counsel, Aaron Neil Thompson and Ryan Pacyga, appearing as counsel Pro Hae
Vice,

for

a

motion

to

suppress.

JaNiece Price,

Bannock

County

Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. Stephanie Davis
was the Court Reporter.
At the outset, the State stipulated to the standing in this case and accepted that the
burden shifts to the State. Mr. Pacyga outlined the Defendant's motion to suppress and
stipulated to the training and experience of Trooper Sheirerman, to be able to use the
preliminary hearing transcript to refer to for the purpose of the briefs, and to the foundation
and admission of the Trooper's in car camera video.
State's witness, Trooper Tyler Scheirerman with the Idaho State Police was called,
sworn, and testified. Ms. Price conducted direct examination of the witness. Mr. Pacyga
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objected and moved to strike the testimony about the Defendant trying to hide his face
while driving based on speculation. The Court sustained the objection. State's Exhibit 1
(DVD of Trooper's in car camera) was marked, offered, and admitted by stipulation. The
Court will review State's Exhibit 1 in chambers. Mr. Pacyga conducted cross examination.
Ms. Price conducted redirect examination. Mr. Pacyga conducted re-cross examination
and the witness was excused.
The State rested.
The Defense rested.
Mr. Pacyga requested that a transcript be prepared of these proceedings. The
request was granted and the Court instructed Mr. Pacyga to meet with the Court Reporter
to arrange payment for the transcript; therefore,
Upon the Court Reporter receiving payment for the preparation of the transcript,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that a transcript be prepared of the proceedings held
before the Hon. Robert C. Naftz on January 25, 2018. Further, the transcript shall be filed
with the Court no later than February 9, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the briefing schedule is as follows:
1. Defendant's brief is due on February 23, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.
2. State's reply brief is due on March 9, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.
3. Defendant's reply brief is due March 19, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.
The Court will take this matter under advisement on March 19, 2018, once all briefs
have been filed with the Court.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the JURY TRIAL scheduled to commence on
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April 10, 2018 at 9:00 a.m. and the PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE scheduled to commence
on March 26, 2018 at4:00 p.m. is hereby VACATED.
Once the Court has issued a written decision on the suppression issue, the Court
Clerk shall contact counsel to set this matter for further proceedings.
DATED this

~f

day of January, 2018.

~c.f\m

ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

.2il.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the
day of January, 2018, I served a true and
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the
manner indicated.
Bannock County Prosecutor

□ U.S.Mail
~ E-Mail

D Courthouse Box
D Fax: 236-7288
Aaron Neil Thompson
May, Rammell & Thompson

□ U.S.Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
□ Fax:

Ryan Pacyga

0

U.S. Mail
~E-Mail
D Courthouse Box

□ Fax:

Stephanie Davis
Court Reporter

□ U.S. Mail
~E-Mail
D Courthouse Box

□ Fax:

Robert Poleki
CLERK OF THE COURT

By:,_..!\4.ft~--1..:~~+---DeputyCle~
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Jason Brown
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHARTERED
P.O. Box370
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370
f
ISB#

</ 15

Ryan Pacyga
RYAN PACYGA CRIMINAL DEFENSE
· 333 Sc>uth 7th Street; Suite 2850
MiMeapolis, MN 55402
MN Bar# 321576

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
OF fflE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF
BANNOCK

STATE OF IDAHO,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE .

·C

Plaintiff,

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION TO SUPPRESS

VS.

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,

Defendant.

Defendant, Jacob Steele Randall, by and through his attorneys of record, Ryan M. Pacyga and
Jason Brown, pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 12(bX3), all other relevant Idaho Criminal Rules, and all
other relevant Idaho statutes, hereby timely submits this memorandum in support his motion to suppress.

I. RELEVANTFACTS

On September 3, 2017, Idaho state police Cpl. Scheiennan parked his fully marked patrol car in a
crossover in the medial on Interstate 86 near mile marker 56. At approximately 8:30 a.m. he obsetved Mr.
Randall's vehicle traveling eastbound. Trooper Scbeierman visually estimated the vehicle to be traveling
80 miles per hour, which is the posted speed limit. The trooper noticed the vehicle began to slow its
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•
speed, estimating it to slow to 70 mph.
The trooper noticed it was a rental vehicle. Feeling suspicious, trooper Scheierman decided to
foUow Mr. Randall's vehicle. The trooper pulled out from the median and began to follow the Randall's
vehicle. Mr. Randall was coming up on a tractor trailer, so he changed from the right lane to the left (fast)
lane. After overtaking the tractor trailer, he then moved back to the right lane. While Mr. Randall used his
tum signai to indicate the lane changes, he.did not use the signal for the full 5 continuous seconds prior to
the lane changes as required by Idaho Code Sec. 49-808(2).
Trooper Scheierman was looking for a reason to stop the vehicle, and his suspicion existed as
soon as he decided to leave his post and start following Mr. Randall, conceding that Mr. Randall piqued
his curiosity and that he had to wait to develop some reason for a traffic stop. See Prelim. Transcript at
p.p. 46-47, lines 18-5.
After following Mr. Randall for approximately four miles, trooper Scheierman activated his
emergency lights and initiated a traffic stop near mile marker 60 in Bannock County. Trooper Scheiennan
approached the passenger side window and made contact with Mr. Randall, who was the sole occupant of
the rental vehicle.
The squad video was admitted in the Suppression Hearing by stipulation as State's Exhibit I.
After confinning Mr. Randall was the official renter of the vehicle and that the rental was not due back to
Minnesota for several more days, the following conversation took place beginning at 8:37:23 of Exhibit

TROOPER:

What took you out to Vegas?

RANDALL:

Inaudible

TROOPER:

Yeah? You down there for vacation then or

RANDALL:

Yeah, (inaudible)

TROOPER:

So you flew out and then you're driving back?

RANDALL:

Inaudible

TROOPER:

Yeah,
2
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RANDALL:

inaudible.

The Trooper then ordered Mr. Randall out of the vehicle and continued to ask him more about his travel
at 8:38:00 ofExhibit 1:

TROOPER:

okay, i'mjust guMa have you come ba~k here if you would. You don't have any

weapons or anything on you, do you?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Where'd you stay out in Vegas?

RANDALL:

Cabalot

TROOPER:

Cabalot? Where at?

RANDALL:

inaudible

TROOPER:

And you were up there for how many days?

RANDALL:

inaudible

TROOPER:

Okay

TROOPER:

it is. So you went out there to just hang out, with your, you got friends over there or?

RANDALL:

No, no, no I was gunna go actually camping, and then I had problems with my truck, so I
decided to look at flights and they were looking good, like 103.

At 8:39:22 of Exhibit 1, you can hear dispatch relaying back to trooper Scheierman that Mr. Randall is
"NCIC clear."
Trooper Scheiennan was asked about what he did after learning Mr. Randall was clear. After
learning Mr. Randall was clear of any returns or warrants, trooper Scheierman justified further
investigating drug trafficking "based on everything I had seen in the vehicle, and Mr. Randall's behavior
with his story of travel plans with the rental agreement, I voiced my concerns to him about criminal
3
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activity, and, specific, drug trafficking. See 1/25/28 Suppression Hearing Transcript at p. 27. He also
admitted that be kept Mr. Randall around so he could conduct the drug investigation. See suppression
hearing transcript at p. 5 1.
This dialog happened after learning Mr. Randall was clear, begiMing at 8:39:50 of Exhibit I:
TROOPER:

You didn't go any further west than Vegas?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

You sure? Just asking.

RANDALL:

Well, Reno, I went up through Reno

The trooper then turned the questioning from travel to Mr. Randall's employment situation at
8:40: t Oof Exhibit I. He admitted that these questions were not tied to the initial purpose of the traffic
stop. See suppression hearing transcript at pages 57-58. According to the trooper, Mr. Randall was not
free to leave despite NCIC clearing him. See suppression hearing transcript at p. 58. The trooper testified
that he probably did not give Mr. Randall bis driver's license and documentation back. See suppression
hearing transcript at p. 69.
TROOPER:

Okay, what do you do for work?

RANDALL:

Set designer. Set builder, I work for a set designer.

TROOPER:

What does that mean, obviously I know you build sets but what does that

RANDALL:

inaudible

TROOPER:

Okay, so like wbat-

RANDALL:

Target, Walmart ...

TROOPER:

You just had a little vacation time, took a few days off er what

RANDALL:

Yeah, I had a real long stretch of work there and long weeks, I had Labor Day weekend,
extra days so. I had a funeral on Monday and left on Wednesday and got into Vegas late
Wednesday night. I do have my boarding pass in my bag still.

TROOPER:

From the flight?
4
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RANDALL:

Yeah

The trooper then drilled down on drug trafficking at 8:41 :20 of Exhibit 1:
TROOPER:

I mean, yeah, you don't see it very often where people take a flight out and then drive
back. You know what I mean

RANDALL:

Yeah

TROOPER:

So it's kinda raising a few concerns that I have. I see that quite often with people that are
involved in drug trafficking (inaudible) so I want to make sure nothing like that is going
on.

RANDALL:

Okay

TROOPER:

Is there?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Are you sure?

RANDALL:

Yes

Then the trooper sought the canine search for the exterior of the vehicle, question more about drugs, and
proceeded to pat Mr. Randall down beginning at 8:41 :40 of Exhibit I:
TROOPER:

So you wouldn't mind if I brought my dog around your car to make sure?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

You wouldn•t mind at all?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Okay, you don't have any weapons on you.

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Do you mind if I pat you down real quick?

RANDALL:

Yep

TROOPER:

Can you stand right in front of the car for me. Face my car. Hands right here for me. Is
5
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there anything illegal in the car that I need to know about?
RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Any marijuana?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Are you sure?

RANDALL:

Yeah

Trooper Scheiennan never asked Mr. Randall for consent to permit the dog to enter the interior of
the vehicle. See suppression hearing transcript at p. 63. The trooper admits that he physically helped the
dog into the vehicle. See suppression hearing transcript at p. 64.
The trooper then lied to Mr. Randall about the odor of marijuana. While he told Mr. Randall he
smelled marijuana, he testified under oath that he never smelled any marijuana. The pertinent portion of
the Exhibit 1 is at 8:42:08:
TROOPER:

There wasn't any reason why I could smell marijuana inside of your car? You don't
smoke marijuana?

RANDALL:

No

TROOPER:

Okay, do you realize if you're honest with me I can work with you (inaudible) I've been
doing this for while, so like I said, even ifl ask, I may already know the answers, and I'm
judging your honesty. So if you're honest with me I can work with you.

RANDALL:

Okay

TROOPER:

Okay? So again, nothing illegal in there?

RANDALL:

No

When cross examined at the Suppression Hearing in that regard, trooper Scheiennan admitted he
did not smell any marijuana at all during the encounter. See 1/25/18 suppression hearing transcript at p.
46.
6
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The trooper then fished around by asking about methamphetamine:
TROOPER:

You don't have any kind ofmethamphetamine ...

In questioning during the preliminru:y hearing, trooper Scheiennan offered up the following

justifi.~ations

for indicatoB of criminai activity:

"All of my observations; the travel plans; the one-way rental; the shaking hands, his increased
nervousness upon talking with him about being further west than Las Vegas."~ Prelim. Transcript at p.
2 I, 11 22-24. He also added that the presence of food wrappers, gallon jugs of water and toiletries in the
vehicle is consistent with criminal activity. See 1/25/18 Suppression Hearing Transcript at p. 24. Yet
when cross examined about the claimed "increased nervousness" upon talking with Mr. Randall, the
trooper admitted that his "detailed and accurate report" says nothing about that See suppression hearing
transcript at p. 74.
To further support his suspicion, Trooper Scheiennan also claimed that Mr. Randall would have
"spent his entire trip driving." See 1/25/18 Suppression Hearing Transcript at p. 26, lines 22-23. Yet on
cross examination, trooper Scheierman admitted that Mr. Randall would have been able to spend several
days in Las Vegas or Reno before making the drive to Pocatello. See suppression hearing transcript at
pages 48-49.
Trooper Scheierman never began any citation process for the minor traffic violation. See
suppression hearing transcript at p. 52. '11te trooper admitted he detained Mr. Randall longer than it would
have been necessru:y to handle the traffic violation. See suppression hearing transcript at p. 53. Trooper
Scheiennan also admitted that he did not ask questions about drug trafficking until after the returns on
Mr. Randall came back clear. See suppression hearing transcript at p. 55-56.
II. ARGUMENT

The government, as the proponent of the evidence seized without a warrant, has the
burden of demonstrating that the traffic stop and subsequent search fall within one of the
7
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exceptions to the Fourth Amendment's warrant requirement. United States v. Hawkins, 249
F.3d 867, 872 (9th Cir. 2001). Here, law enforcement violated Mr. Randall's Fourth
Amendment rights in two respects: (1) prolonging or abandoning the traffic stop to conduct
a drug investigation without reasonable suspicion to do so; and (2) facilitating a canine
search of the interior of Mr. RandalJ's car without probable cause to invade that space.

A. The Impermissible Proiongation/Ab.andonment of the.Traffic Stop.
1. Trooper Scbeierm.an Abandoned the Traffic Stop to Conduct
a Dog Sniff.
A traffic stop justified solely by the interest in issuing a citation to the driver can
become unlawful ifit is prolonged beyond the time reasonably required to complete that
mission. Rlinois v. Caballes, 543 U.S. 405, 407 (2005). In Rodriguez v. United States, the
Supreme Court clarified the scope of inquiries that are legitimately incidental to a traffic
stop:
Typically such inquiries involve checking the driver's license, determining
whether there are outstanding warrants against the driver, and inspecting the
automobile's registration and proof of insurance. These checks serve the same
objective as enforcement of the traffic code: ensuring that vehicles on the road
are operated safely and responsibly.
135 S. Ct. 1609, 1615 (2015) (citations omitted). In contrast, a drug dog sniff is not "an
ordinaiy incident ofa traffic stop." id. at 1615, because it is related to a "general interest in
criminal enforcement," id at 1616. Thus, an officer may conduct a dog sniff incidental to a
traffic stop only if doing so does not unreasonably extend the duration of the seizure. Id at
1614. Rodriguez also clarified that a stop is unreasonably prolonged whenever the unrelated
inquiry adds time to the stop. Id at 1616. Even if the extension of the stop is "de minimis,"

id at 1615, or incremental, id at 1616, the prolonged seizure is impermissible. Thus an
officer's "[a]uthority for the seizure ... ends when tasks tied to the traffic infraction are-or
reasonably should have been- completed." Id at 1614 (citing United States v. Sharpe, 410
U.S. 675,686 (1985)).
8
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Here, it is apparent that Trooper Scheierman abandoned the traffic stop in order to
conduct a canine sniff, prolonging Mr. Randall's seizure. After learning that Mr. Randall was
clear of warrants and the 1ike, Trooper Scheiennan continued to detain Mr. Randall and ask
him questions that were completely unrelated to the original purpose of the traffic stop. He
made no effort to fill out a traffic citation relating to the basis of the stop. The trooper
continued to ask Mr. Randall questions about work, travei, and then drug trafficking~ ali
while continuing to keep Mr. Randall's driver's license and documentation. By that point,
Trooper Scheiennan had abandoned the tasks tied to the traffic investigation to conduct a
general criminal investigation. Because the traffic investigation was effectively "completed"
at this point, reasonable suspicion should be' measured based upon the facts known to
Trooper Scheierman at the point that the NCIC came back clear. Rodriguez, 135 S. Ct. at
1614.
Even if Trooper Scheiennan were to credibly testify that he intended to continue the
traffic investigation, there can be little question that his decision to conduct the dog sniff
prolonged the seizure. Before Trooper Scheierman asked for consent to conduct a canine
search of the outside of the vehicle, he knew Mr. Randall had no outstanding warrants. Ex.
Bat 7: 10. At that point, at the very latest, "tasks tied to the traffic infraction ... reasonably
should have been completed." Rodriguez, 135 S. Ct. at 1614; see also Berkemer v. McCarty,
468 U.S. 420,437 (1984) ("The vast majority of roadside detentions last only a few minutes.").
Trooper Scheiennan nonetheless extended the seizure of Mr. Randall to conduct the dog sniff:
in violation of the Fourth Amendment. The trooper testified that Mr. Randall was not free to
leave, so his consent was not valid.
2. Trooper Scheierman Did Not Possess Reasonable Suspicion to
Prolong the Seizure.

Trooper Scheierman's innocuous observations during the traffic stop did not amount
to reasonable suspicion that Mr. Randall was involved in criminal activity, and the
9
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prolongation of the seizure cannot be justified on that basis. Reasonable suspicion demands
more than a mere "inchoate and un-particularized suspicion or 'hunch."' Terry v. Ohio, 392
U.S. 1, 27 (1968). Rather, it requires the officer to be "aware of specific, articulable facts
which, when considered with objective and reasonable inferences, form a basis for
particularized suspicion." UnitedStatesv.Montero-Camargo, 208 F.3d 1122, 1129 (9th Cir.
2000).
Reasonable suspicion cannot be based "solely on generalizations that, if accepted,
would cast suspicion on large segments of the law abiding population." United States v.
Manzo-Jurado, 457 F.3d 928, 935 (9th Cir. 2006).
In this case, Trooper Scheierman's testimony is explicit in enumerating the factors
that he found suspicious. From his first encounter with Mr. Randall, those factors were: I)
Slowing a vehicle from a visually estimated 80 mph to a visually estimated 70 mph while
passing a fully marked patrol car parked in the median of the Interstate; 2) a couple gallon
water jugs, food wrappers and some toiletries in the vehicle in plain view at the traffic stop;
and 3) a one-way rental from Las Vegas to Minneapolis.
Later, when directing Mr. Randall to exit the vehicle, Trooper Scheierman noted
three additional factors he found suspicious: 4) infonnation that Mr. Randall drove from Las
Vegas to Reno; 5) a claim that Mr. Randall must have been driving his whole vacation time
that was later dispelled on cross examination during the suppression hearing; and 6) a claim
of increased nervousness that was again dispelled on cross examination during the
suppression hearing.
Trooper Scheiennan's conclusion that these factors indicated that Mr. Randall was
involved in criminal activity was unreasonable.
To begin, a number of Trooper Scheierman's conclusions are simply unreasonable in light of
the actual facts. First, it became clear during cross examination at the suppression
hearing that Mr. Randall would not have been spending his entire Vegas vacation
10
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driving. See Suppression Hearing transcript at pp. 48-49. While confusing or
contradictory explanations ofa travel itinerary can contribute to reasonable suspicion, see,

e.g., United States v. Rojas-Millan, 234 F.3d 464, 470 (9th Cir. 2000) ("oddly vague" and
"implausible" statements about travel plan contributed to reasonable suspicion), in this case
the reality is that the trooper admitted there was plenty of time for Mr. Randall to be staying
in Vegas or Reno rather than driv.ing the whit~ time, plus the rental car was not ciue returned
to Minneapolis for several more days. The fact that, Mr. Randall responded appropriately to a
particular question about where he was heading (Reno is in the same State at Las Vegas), rather
than sua sponte volunteering his complete itinerary for the duration of the rental contract is
not suspicious-it is normal.
That leaves a handful of additional factors. While Trooper Scheiennan noticed at the
outset of the stop that Mr. Randall's carotid artery was beating, nervousness alone should carry
little weight as "it is common for most people to exhibit signs of nervousness when confronted
by a Jaw enforcement officer whether or not the person is currently engaged in criminal
activity." United States v. Chavez-Valenzuela, 268 F.3d 719, 725 (9th Cir. 2001), overruled on

other grounds by Muehler v. Mena, 544 U.S. 93 (2005). There is no indication that Mr. Randall
became more nervous over the course of the stop and, in fact, the video shows that he answered
all of the officer's questions in a reasonable tone, was compliant, and produced all requested
documents. See generally, Exhibit I.
Trooper Scheierman's additional observations after he learned Mr. Randall was
NCIC clear should not be factored into the reasonable suspicion analysis. By that time,
Trooper Scheiennan had already completed the traffic stop (in this case through a decision
to abandon that investigation), in favor of a general criminal inquiry. The reasonableness of
the seizure thus turns upon "the relevant historical facts known to the officer at the time" he
seized Mr. Randall to conduct the criminal inquiry. Ornelas v. United States, 517 U.S. 690,

70 I (1996). In other words, the illegality of the stop cannot be cured by facts unknown to the
11
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•
officer at the inception of the seizure. The same analysis should apply to the later "consent"
because Mr. Randall was never free to leave and that "consent" was obtained after the traffic
stop should have been finished.

Mr. Randall complied with the order to exit his vehicle, and continued to answer
questions while he was detained. Trooper Scheierman was required to consider Mr.
Randall's· compliant b~havior in evaiuating the significance ofliis observation. S~e Thomas

v. Dillard, 818 F.3d 864, 877 (9th Cir. 2016} (reasonable suspicion analysis is based upon
"totality of the circumstances known to the officer" and cannot be premised upon "cheny
pick[ed]" facts that "when viewed initially or in isolation" might seem suspicious}.

In the end, Trooper Scheierman's pertinent observations boiled down to a carotid artery and
a one-way rental from Vegas to Minneapolis. Those factors did not add up to reasonable
suspicion to conduct a criminal investigation.

B. The Unlawful Search of the Interior of the Car.
In United States v. Jones, the Supreme Court resuscitated the principle that the
Fourth Amendment limits the right of the government to commit common-law trespass upon
"persons, houses, papersandeffects." 565U.S. 400, 406-408 (2012). Thus, the reasonableexpectation-of-privacy test originating from Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347 (1967),
"has been added to, not substitutedfor, the common-law trespassory test." Jones, 565 U.S.
at 409.
The Supreme Court explicitly extended this principle to dog searches in Florida v.

Jardines, 569 U.S. 1 (2013). There, the Cou1t held that a dog sniff conducted in the
curtilage of the home constituted a search for Fourth Amendment purposes. 569 U.S. at
1417-18. The Court dismissed as irrelevant the government's argument that a dog sniff does
not violate any reasonable expectation of privacy:
[W]e need not decide whether the officers' investigation of Jardines' home violated his
expectation of privacy under Katz. One virtue of the Fourth Amendment's property-rights
12
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baseline is that it keeps easy cases easy. That the officers learned what they learned only by
physically intruding on Jardioes' property to gather evidence is enough to establish that a
search occurred. Id at 1417.
These principles establish that Trooper Scheierman violated the Fourth Amendment
in permitting Bingo to search the interior ofMr. Randall's vehicle without probable cause. "It
is beyond dispute that a vehicle is an ieifect' as that tenn is used in

the Amendment:,; Jones,

565 U.S. at 405; see also United States v. Thomas, 726 F.3d 1086, 1093 n.6 (9th Cir. 2013)
(setting aside question of whether dog sniff involving touching the exterior of vehicle would
constitute Fourth Amendment violation, while recognizing that even the most restrictive
reading of Supreme Court precedent would prohibit a "physical entry or intrusion"). Just as
the officers in Jardines violated the Fourth Amendment by allowing their canine to trespass
on the curtilage of Jardines' home, Trooper Scheierman did so by permitting Bingo to
trespass into Mr. Randall's car. Trooper Scheiennan had an opportunity to pull Bingo out
from the window, but instead Trooper Scheiennan elected to help Bingo into the vehicle.
The fruits of that trespass-Bingo's alert on the interior back seat of the car and the search
that followed-must besuppressed.

m.

CONCLUSION

After conducting a valid traffic stop, Trooper Scheierman prolonged Mr. Randall's
seizure to conduct a dog sniff. The prolonged seizure was not supported by reasonable
articulable suspicion that Mr. Randall was involved in any criminal activity. Further, in
conducting the search, the government entered Mr. Randall's vehicle before it developed
reasonable suspicion to do so. In light of these violations of the Fourth Amendment, Mr.
Randall respectfully moves the Court to suppress all evidence obtained in the search of his
vehicle.

13
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:

JaNIECE PRICE, ISB #7161
Asst. Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,

~

Plaintiff,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

)
)

vs.

)
)
)
)

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

u

STATE'S BRIEF IN
OPPOSITION TO THE DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO SUPPRESS

)

COMES NOW, JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for
Bannock County, Idaho, in opposition to Defendant's Motion to Suppress and submits the
following brief.
STATEMENT OF FACTS

As to the Statement of Facts and procedural history of this matter, the State
requests that the Court rely upon the Incident Report, the testimony and exhibits
presented at the Preliminary Hearing held before Judge Axline and testimony and exhibits
presented to the Court at the Motion to Suppress hearing. As well as any procedural
history detailed in IStars and the Court's file.

ISSUES

1.

Whether Trooper Scheierman had reasonable suspicion under Idaho Law to
stop the vehicle driven by Defendant Randall based upon the traffic
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violations (slowing down on its approach of the location of the trooper, the
driver pushing his body to be blocked by the B-pillar, and improper signaling
and/or illegal lane changes two times) he observed and the totality of
circumstances to stop Defendant Randall?
2.

Whether Trooper Scheierman prolonged/abandoned the traffic stop to
conduct a drug investigation and conduct a K-9 sniff of Defendant's vehicle
without reasonable suspicion or probable cause to do so?

3.

Whether the K-9's entry into Defendant Randall's vehicle was an unlawful
search of the vehicle and a violation of Defendant Randall's constitutional
rights under the 4th Amendment of the United States Constitution and Article

I §17 of the Idaho Constitution?
ARGUMENT AND ANALYSIS

The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article 1, §17, of the
Idaho Constitution guarantee protection from unreasonable searches and seizures.
United States v. Brignoni-Ponce, 422 U.S. 873, 878, 95 S.Ct. 2574, 2578-79, 45 L.Ed.2d

607, 614--15 (1975}; State v. Martinez, 129 Idaho 426, 925 P.2d 1125 (Ct.App.1996). The
reasonableness standard requires a balancing of the public interest and the individual's
privacy interest against governmental intrusion. Brignoni-Ponce, 422 U.S. at 878, 95
S.Ct. at 2579, 45 L.Ed.2d at 614--15; State v. Godwin, 121 Idaho 491,495, 826 P.2d 452,
456 (1992}. State v. Thompson, 114 Idaho 746, 748, 760 P.2d 1162, 1164 (1988).
The stop and detention of a suspect is justified under the Fourth Amendment if the
officer has a reasonable suspicion, based on specific and articulable facts, that the
suspect has been, is, or is about to engage in criminal activity. Id at Brignoni-Ponce;
Adams v. Williams, 407 U.S. 143, 92 S.Ct. 1921 (1972); Teny v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 88 S.

Ct. 1868 (1968); State v. Benefiel, 131 Idaho 226, 953 P.2d 976 (1998); State v.
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Rawlings, 121 Idaho 930, 829 P.2d 520 (1992}; State v. Gallegos, 120 Idaho 894, 821

P.2d 949 (1991}; State v. Johns, 112 Idaho 873, 736 P.2d 1327 (1987}; and State v.
Hobson, 95 Idaho 920, 523 P.2d 523 (1974). An officer does not need probable cause to

justify a stop. Rather, a stop is an intermediate response that allows an officer to maintain
the status quo, identify the suspect and investigate possible criminal activity, even though
the officer does not have sufficient information to establish probable cause to make an
arrest. See Brignoni-Ponce; Adams; and Terry. Therefore any assertion that an
investigatory stop must be supported by probable cause is a misstatement of the law.
See State v. Knight, 128 Idaho 862, 920 P.2d 78 (Ct. App. 1996} and State v. Pick, 124

Idaho 601, 861 P.2d 1266 (Ct. App. 1993).
Moreover, to determine whether a stop is lawful, the reviewing Court must evaluate
the facts known to the officer at the time of the stop based on the totality of the
circumstances or the whole picture. United States v. Arvizu, 534 U.S. 266, 122 S.Ct. 744
(2002); United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411, 101 S.Ct. 690 (1981}; Rawlings; Gallegos;
and State v. Haworth, 106 Idaho 405, 679 P.2d 1123 (1984). In addition, an officer is
permitted to draw rational inferences from the facts in light of his experience and training.
See Arvizu; Terry; State v. Rader, 135 Idaho 273, 16 P.3d 949 (Ct. App. 2000}; State v.
Martinez, 129 Idaho 426,925 P.2d 1125 (Ct. App. 1996}; and Gallegos.

Defendant Randall by and through his attorney argues that Trooper Scheierman
lacked reasonable articulable suspicion to stop the Defendant's vehicle. Defendant also
presents arguments that Trooper Scheierman violated Defendant Randall's rights by
prolonging/abandoning the traffic stop to conduct a drug investigation without reasonable
suspicion and/or probable cause to do so, including the conducting a K-9 sniff on
Defendant's vehicle. Additionally, the Defendant contends K-9 Bingo's jumping into the
vehicle was an illegal search and violated the Defendant's Fourth Amendment rights
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against an unreasonable search and seizure and as such any evidence obtained should
be suppressed.
This Court, upon analyzing and reviewing the testimony and evidence in this case,
along with weighing the credibility of the witness in connection with the totality of
circumstances of the traffic stop and contact with )Defendant Randall by Trooper
rd
Scheierman on the 3 day of September in 2017, can find that the arguments made by

the Defendant have no validity, and should deny the Defendant's Motion to Suppress
and allow the admission of any and all evidence.
In support of this finding, the State presents the following argument and analysis of
the issues raised by the Defendant.

1. Whether Trooper Scheierman had reasonable suspicion under Idaho Law to
stop the vehicle driven by Defendant Randall based upon the traffic
violations (slowing down on its approach of the location of the trooper, the
driver pushing his body to be blocked by the B-pillar, and improper signaling
and/or illegal lane changes two times) he observed and the totality of
circumstances?
a. Initial stop
The Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution and Article I §17 of the
Idaho Constitution prohibits unreasonable searches and seizures. State v. Roark, 140
Idaho 868, 103 P.3d 481(Idaho Ct. App. 2004). A seizure that is subject to constitutional
scrutiny occurs when a law enforcement officer restrains the liberty of an individual
through physical force or by show of authority. Florida v. Bostick, 501 U.S. 429, 434, 111
S.Ct. 2382, 2386, 115 L.Ed.2d 389, 398 (1991); California v. Hodari D, 499 U.S. 621,
625, 111 S.Ct. 1547, 1550, 113 L.Ed.2d 690, 696 (1991); State v Agundis, 127 Idaho
587, 590-91, 903 P.2d 752, 755-56 (Idaho Ct. App. 1995). A seizure triggers the
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applicability of the Fourth Amendment Protections. Florida v. Royer, 460 U.S. 491 (1983).
If a seizure does not occur then there is no violation of the suspect's right under the
Fourth Amendment. There are two types of siezures.: stops and arrests. The most
minimal seizure triggering the applicability of the Fourth Amendment is a stop. A stop,
requiring less justification than an arrest, is an intermediate step between an investigation
not implicating the Fourth Amendment and an arrest of a suspect based upon probable
cause. A stop is a brief detention of the individual. A stop is justified if there is a
reasonable belief that the person is committing, has committed, or is about to commit a
crime. Stops are to last only as long as necessary to investigate the officer's suspicions. A
traffic stop constitutes a seizure. A stop must be reasonably related in scope to the
circumstances which justified the stop in the first place. But a stop can evolve and expand
in purpose if an officer forms additional or further reasonable suspicions during the course
of the stop based upon his observations, training and experience and determining that
criminal activity is afoot, or because of further information the officer obtains during brief
questioning of the occupants of a vehicle. State v. Roberson, 134 Idaho 180, 184, 997
P.2d 6471, 645 (Idaho Ct. App. 2000); State

v. Sevy, 129 Idaho 613, 614-15, 930 P.2d

1358, 1359-60 (Idaho Ct. App. 1997).
An officer is allowed to intrude on the life of a citizen if he can articulate specific
facts and the reasonable inferences that can be drawn from them, and thus reasonably
warrant the intrusion. Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 20-21 (1968). In the case of traffic stops,
the officer must have a reasonable suspicion, gained from his observation of the vehicle,
that the vehicle is being driven contrary to the traffic law. State
550, 553 (Ct. App. 2008); U.S.

v.

v.

Chapman, 194 P.3d

Rojas-Millan, 234 F.3d 464, 468-69 (9th Cir. 2000). In

other words, the officer must reasonably believe a traffic violation has taken place.
Whren v. U.S.

517 U.S. 806, 810 (1996). The reasonableness of suspicion must be
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evaluated upon the totality of the circumstances at the time of the stop. State v. Ferreira,
133 Idaho 474, 483, 988 P.2d 700, 709 (Idaho Ct. App. 1999). The reasonable suspicion
standard requires less than probable cause but more than mere speculation or instinct on
the part of the officer. Id.

An officer may draw reasonable inferences from the facts in

his or her possession, and those inferences may be drawn from the officer's experience
and law enforcement training. State v. Montague, 114 Idaho 319, 321, 756 P.2d 1083,
1085 (Idaho Ct. App. 1988). Furthermore, "[the] stop must be justified by some objective
manifestation that the person stopped is, or is about to be, engaged in criminal activity."

U.S.

v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411,417,

101 S.Ct. 690,695 (1981).

At both the preliminary hearing and at the Motion to Suppress hearing, Trooper
Scheierman testified that he stopped Defendant's vehicle because he observed the
Defendant insufficiently signal in violation of I.C. §49-808(2) as Defendant Randall moved
from the right lane of travel into the left lane of the interstate or passing lane to pass a
tractor trailer and then upon completing the pass of the tractor trailer moved back over
I

into the right lane of travel, again failed to signal appropriately pursuant to I.C. §49-808(2).
These violations of law along with other observations of Defendant Randall's
driving pattern caused the Trooper to have reasonable suspicion that there was criminal
activity afoot. Trooper Scheierman then conducted a stop on the vehicle and contacted
the driver, Jacob Randall, through the front passenger side window. As Trooper
Scheierman engaged in conversation about the basis for the stop with Defendant Randall
he observed indications that based upon his training and experience further increased his
suspicions that criminal activity was afoot. Trooper Scheierman testified that he observed
Mr. Randall's hand to visibly be shaking as he handed his driver's license to the trooper.
Additionally that upon receiving documentation related to the vehicle, Trooper
Scheierman observed that the documents were a rental agreement indicating the vehicle
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had been rented as a one way rental in Las Vegas, Nevada to Minnesota with short travel
dates. Also, Trooper Scheierman described the vehicle's interior to have a "lived in
look .... meaning food wrappers, drinks; gallons of waters, and toiletries strewn along the
back seat." See Suppression Hearing Transcript pgs. 23-24. Trooper Scheierman
explained based upon his training and experience these factors indicated to him there
may be drug activity present due to his knowledge that individuals engaged in drug
trafficking fly to a drug originating destination and drive contraband back and do this in
rental vehicles. See Preliminary Hearing Transcript pg. 19, lines 18-22.
Based upon the evidence presented and the totality of the circumstances of the
stop as testified to and presented in exhibits, Trooper Scheierman had reasonable
suspicion to stop the vehicle based upon the violations of the law, specifically Idaho Code
§49-808(2).

It is clear in this case that Trooper Scheierman observed facts, prior to and

at the time of the stop of the Defendant's vehicle, that are sufficient to illustrate that he
had reasonable and articulable suspicion to stop the Defendant's vehicle due to it being
driven contrary to the traffic law of the State of Idaho. The stop in this case was based
upon objective information obtained by Trooper Scheierman during his observations of
the Defendant's driving pattern. Furthermore upon going to contact the driver Trooper
Scheierman formulated further reasonable suspicion and probable cause that there was
other criminal activity occurring when he observed the shaking hands of the Defendant,
the rental agreement, specifically the one way rental, the pick-up rental city, Las Vegas,
and the rental return location, Minnesota; as well as the travel plans of Defendant
Randall. Under the totality of the circumstances, the following factors, taken as a whole,
do suggest th,e Defendant was engaged in criminal activity.

The conduct by the

Defendant in this case by slowing down upon observation of Trooper Scheierman in the
median, to making illegal lane changes with improper signaling all gave rise to a
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reasonable and articulable belief that the Defendant's vehicle was being operated
contrary to Idaho traffic laws by not giving appropriate signals of intention continuously for
not less than five (5) seconds when changing from one lane to another. /. C. §49-808(2).
Defendant Randall by and through his counsel also tries to raise issues that
Trooper Scheierman did not include every detail of the investigation in his Affidavit of
Probable Cause. This effort by the defense to attack the credibility and reliability of
Trooper Scheierman is improper. An Affidavit of Probable Cause needs to provide
sufficient information to a reviewing magistrate that there is the probability that a crime
has been committed and who committed that crime. The Affidavit doesn't need to be
complex and/or include any and every miniscule detail of the investigation but needs to be
sufficient to establish that an identified individual may have engaged in criminal activity in
the jurisdiction. Additionally, there may be information about the officer's training and
experience that a magistrate can take into consideration when reviewing an affidavit.
Defendant's efforts to convolute and distract the Court from the issues of the Motion to
Suppress lack sufficient foundation to be addressed by the Court and were explained
clearly by Trooper Scheierman at the Motion to Suppress. As stated, he is an officer with
numerous years of training and experience as a law enforcement officer and as a K9
officer and had reasonable suspicion to conduct a traffic stop on Defendant Randall.
As noted, Defendant's attempts to confuse the Court and misstate the testimony of
Trooper Scheierman by trying to convolute and misinterpret that testimony and the
Trooper's bases for conducting a traffic stop on the Defendant are fruitless.
As this Court heard and can find from the explanations in Trooper Scheierman's
testimony and from the physical evidence presented at the motion to suppress and at the
preliminary hearing and in the Affidavit of Probable Cause, Trooper Scheierman had the
requisite reasonable suspicion that criminal activity was afoot; and those bases, along
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with the violations of the law by Defendant Randall, provided the Trooper sufficient reason
to conduct the investigatory stop on the Defendant's vehicle and conduct an investigatory
detention.

2. Whether Trooper Scheierman prolonged/abandoned the traffic stop to
conduct a drug investigation and conduct a K-9 sniff of Defendant's vehicle
without reasonable suspicion or probable cause to do so?
Defendant argues that Trooper Scheierman prolonged/abandoned the purpose
of the traffic stop to conduct a drug investigation without reasonable suspicion or probable
cause to do so.
The State contends that the officer d~d not abandon or prolong his stop and was
conducting both a violation of traffic laws and a drug investigation from the beginning of
the contact with the Defendant when the officer's suspicions were raised when discussing
travel plans and the rental agreement with the Defendant. Plus as shown through
testimony and evidence, the stop evolved in to a probable cause investigation once
Trooper Scheierman, taking into account the totality of circumstances known to him, his
observations and knowledge, had his drug trafficking suspicions alerted during his initial
contact with Defendant Randall.
Furthermore there was not an extension or prolongation of the stop in that at the
same time Trooper Scheierman is running driver's information and warrant checks, he is
also conversing with Defendant Randall, and explaining to Defendant Randall his
suspicions that Defendant Randall was involved in "some kind of criminal activity and was
more concerned about drug trafficking at that point." Preliminary Hearing Transcript pgs.

24-25, lines 24-25 & 1.
After sharing his concerns about drug trafficking activities with Defendant Randall,
Trooper Scheierman asked him about illegal drugs in the vehicle and asked if Defendant
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Randall would mind if a drug detection K-9 could be deployed on his vehicle. Defendant
Randall then told the officer he didn't mind a K-9 being deployed on his vehicle. At that
point, Trooper Scheierman, being alone on the stop, patted Mr. Randall down for
weapons and had him stand up near the right front of the Randall vehicle and off to the
side of the interstate where he was safer from passing vehicles, the K-9, and where he
could be observed by Trooper Scheierman while he conducted the K-9 deployment.
Trooper Scheierman then deployed K-9 Bingo and conducted a sniff of the vehicle. Upon
K-9 Bingo approaching the open driver's side window the K-9 began to "air scent or kind
of put his nose, like, as he begins to get on the odor of a controlled substance, he put his
paws up on the open window, paused briefly, and sniffed inside the vehicle." See
Preliminary Hearing Transcript and Motion to Suppress Transcript and State's Exhibit #1.

During the K-9 sniff, Bingo indicated to the presence of controlled substances being in the
vehicle. As a result of that indication and upon the arrival of Trooper Wade, Trooper
Scheierman conducted a search of Defendant Randall's vehicle and located four duffel
bags containing approximately 65 pounds of marijuana. Subsequently, Defendant Randall
was placed under arrest for Trafficking in Marijuana.
Generally, warrantless searches of automobiles violate the Fourth Amendment,
unless a recognized exception to the warrant requirement is applicable. State v. Weaver,
127 Idaho 288, 290, 900 P.2d 196, 198 (1995); State v. Fo/desi, 131 Idaho 778, 779, 963
P.2d 1215, 1216 (Ct. App. 1998). Consent to the search provides an exception to the
warrant requirement. Schneckloth v. Bustamante, 412 U.S. 218, 219 (1973); State v.
Cooper, 136 Idaho 697, 699, 39 P.3d 637, 639 (Ct. App. 2001). The State must prove

that any consent is voluntary rather than the result of duress or coercion, direct or implied.
Schneckloth, 412 U.S. at 222. In determining whether a defendant's consent was

voluntary in a particular case, the court must assess the totality of all the surrounding
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circumstances. Id. at 226. Factors to be considered include whether there were numerous
officers involved in the confrontation; the location and conditions of the consent, including
whether it was at night; whether the police retained the individual's identification; whether
the individual was free to leave; and whether the individual knew of his right to refuse
consent. State v. Jaborra, 143 Idaho 94, 97, 137 P.3d 481, 484 (Ct. App. 2006). Courts
have explained that a determination of voluntariness, which can only be reached after an
assessment of the totality of the circumstances, does not turn on the presence or the
absence of a single controlling criterion. Id.
It is well established that "[w)ithout additional reasonable suspicion, the officer
must allow the seized person to depart once the purpose of the stop has concluded,"
Rodriguez v. United States, 135 S.Ct. 1609, 1614, 191 L.Ed. 2d 492 (2015) citing State v.
Baker, 2010 UT 18 (201 0); but as can be found in Defendant Randall's circumstances the

officer formulated additional reasonable suspicion as the traffic stop and conversation
unfolded between him and the Defendant. As heard at the suppression hearing, Trooper
Scheierman was multi-tasking as he ran the Defendant's registration, warrant check,
driving status, and was also engaged in conversation with the Defendant. Trooper
Scheierman testified he was doing warrants checks and also conversing with Defendant
Randall about his travel plans and as doing so observed the nervousness of the
Defendant increase, heard the pauses in the Defendant's responses, and his avoidance
of answering the trooper's questions, and a change in Defendant's breathing. Trooper
Scheierman testified the various indicators exhibited by Defendant Randall continued to
increase his suspicions that Defendant Randall has committed, is committing or was
about to commit a crime. Berkemer v. McCarty, 468 U.S. 420, 439, 104 S. Ct. 3138,
3150, 82 L.Ed. 2d 317 (1984), citing State v. Brignoni-Ponce, 442 U.S. 873, 881, 95 S.
Ct. 2574, 2580, 45 L.Ed. 2d 607 (1975). Furthermore, it is equally well established that
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even if an individual is stopped for one particular purpose, an officer is allowed to
question them regarding other matters if the officer's "observations lead him reasonably to
suspect that a particular person has committed, is committing, or is about to commit a
crime." Id at Berl<emer. Under those circumstances an officer "may detain that person
briefly in order to investigate the circumstances that provoke suspicion." Id.
It is clear in this case that as the traffic stop progressed events occurred that
caused Trooper Scheierman to have increasing reasonable suspicion bleeding into
probable cause that a crime had been, and/or was being committed. Under these
circumstances, the officer was allowed to broaden the stop and his questions to
Defendant Randall beyond the initial purpose as it expanded into further purposes other
than what was originally intended as the stop evolved based upon the observations and
conversation of Trooper Scheierman and Defendant Randall. See Preliminary Hearing
and Motion to Suppress Transcripts.

This Court in analyzing the totality of circumstances and the details of this
investigation known to Trooper Scheierman at the inception and during the traffic stop, it
can be determined that Trooper Scheierman was well within the scope of his duties and
did not prolong/extend the duration of this stop by abandoning the purpose of the stop
and conducting a drug investigation with his K-9 and its deployment.
3.

Whether the K-9's entry into Defendant Randall's vehicle was an

unlawful search of the vehicle and a violation of Defendant Randall's constitutional
rights under the 4th Amendment of the United States Constitution and Article I §17
of the Idaho Constitution?

The lawfulness of a search is to be determined by the court, based upon an
objective assessment of the circumstances which confronted the officer at the time of the
search. State v. Silva, 134 Idaho 848 (Ct. App. 2000); See State v. Murphy, 129 Idaho
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861,863,934 P.2d 34, 36 (Ct.App.1997); State v. Shepherd, 118 Idaho 121,124,795
P.2d 15, 18 (Ct.App.1990.). A K-9 sniff is an exception to the search warrant requirement
and "when a reliable drug-detection dog indicates that a lawfully stopped automobile
contains the odor of controlled substances, the officer has probable cause to believe
there are drugs in the automobile and may search it without a warrant." State v.
Easterday, 159 Idaho 173, 175, 357 P.3d 1281, 1283 (Ct. App. 2015). See also, State v.
Tucker, 132 Idaho 841, 843, 979 P.2d 1199, 1201 (1999); State v. Gibson, 141 Idaho

277, 281, 108 P.3d 424, 428 (Ct. App. 2005). A dog sniff is not a search within the
meaning of the Fourth Amendment and as such is not a violation of an individual's rights.
As in Defendant Randall's circumstances, the initial traffic stop was for violation of
turning movements and required signals. Trooper Scheierman asked Randall to exit his
vehicle and converse with him as the officer ran warrants checks and driver's status
check. This procedure is within the police officer's discretion and is not otherwise
unlawful. Pennsylvania v. Mimms, 434 U.S. 106, 111 n. 6, 98 S.Ct. 330, 333-34, n. 6, 54
L.Ed.2d 331, 337, n. 6 (1977). While talking with Randall and running status checks,
Trooper Scheierman was also observing Defendant Randall and saw nervousness
increase in response to questions about car rentals, drugs and travel plans. Trooper
Scheierman based upon his observations relayed to Randall his concerns about drug
related criminal activity and Randall's being involved in it and the officer's suspicions of
this activity due to the information provided to him by Randall. Trooper Scheierman then
asked if Randall would consent to a drug dog being deployed on Randall's vehicle.
Randall agreed to that occurring, the sniff transpired and resulted in positive indications
for drug odors being in the vehicle and then Trooper Scheierman upon searching the
vehicle locating of 65 pounds of marijuana.
In reviewing the testimony of Trooper Scheierman and the patrol car video of this
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stop, it can be seen that Randall was not unlawfully detained at the moment the Trooper
asked for permission to search, and as such it cannot be concluded that the question to
conduct a drug sniff of Randall's vehicle in and of itself made the investigatory detention
unlawful. See and compare State v. Zavala, 134 Idaho 532, 536-537, 5 P.3d 993, 997998 (2000). The additional second or two that Trooper Scheierman took to ask for
consent and in which Randall replied in the affirmative was objectively reasonable.
Finally, Defendant Randall argues that Trooper Scheierman exceeded the scope
of Defendant Randall's consent to the K-9 sniff by K-9 Bingo jumping though the open
window of Mr. Randall's vehicle.
Trooper Scheierman asked for permission to conduct a K-9 sniff of Defendant'
Randall's vehicle and Randall consented to that sniff. As implicitly found by various Idaho
courts, a reasonable and prudent officer would have viewed Randall's consent as
permission to conduct the sniff, same as Trooper Scheierman and K-9 Bingo did here.
See State v. Frizzel, 132 Idaho 522,524 n. 1,975 P.2d 1187, 1189 n. 1 (Ct.App.1999). It

should be noted that Defendant Randall never objected or attempted to restrict the scope
of his consent to the sniff.
There was not an illegal search of Randall's vehicle when the K-9 jumped in
through the driver's side window which Randall had left open. (It should be noted that
contact by Trooper Scheierman with Defendant Randall took place from the passenger
side and through the passenger side front window of Randall's vehicle and not the driver's
side).
As has been addressed in State v. Metzger, 144 Idaho 397, 162 P.3d 776 (Ct.
App. 2007), an officer's examination of the vehicle's interior, while standing just outside
the vehicle in the driver's side doorjamb and aided by a flashlight, is not a "search" in the
Fourth Amendment sense. Id. at 402, 162 P.3d at 781. Also noted is that an officer can
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lawfully approach a car and view the dashboard through the windshield. Id. at 400, 162
P.3d at 779. Likewise a K-9 sniff of a vehicle is not a search and a drug detection K-9
upon smelling a controlled substance is trained and instinctually will try to get as close to
and find the source of that drug scent and then indicate to its presence by sitting or
pressing its nose onto the location or even barking. K-9 Bingo did just that in this instance.
He had

been trained

to pick up an

odor of drugs,

specifically marijuana,

methamphetamine, heroin and cocaine, and then follow that odor to the source of it. In
these circumstances, K-9 Bingo air scented and picked up the scent emanating out of the
open driver's side window within seconds of starting the sniff. He then jumped up and put
his front paws on the door by the open window, paused, sniffed inside the vehicle and
then in following his training of locating the scent he propelled himself through the open
window into the vehicle. As testified to by Trooper Scheierman, K-9 Bingo did get hung up
halfway through on the edge of the window and was scrambling to get inside. In order to
keep K-9 Bingo from injuring himself and/or scratching/damaging the window, Trooper
Scheierman hoisted the rear end of Bingo over the window edge and once inside the
vehicle, Bingo crawled into the back of the vehicle, indicated on the crack in the backseat
near the trunk; the same trunk in which later the 65 pounds of marijuana was located by
Trooper Scheierman.
The K-9 sniff conducted by Trooper Scheierman on Defendant Randall's vehicle
can be found to be a valid search. First because it is an exception to the warrant
requirement and is not considered a search and secondly because Defendant Randall
consented or agreed to the K-9 sniff being conducted. Defendant's argument that the K-9
jumping into the vehicle and then the officer assisting the K-9 after he got hung up on the
door is an illegal search is not a valid one since the K-9 was indicating to the odor of
controlled substances in the vehicle and followed his instinctual training to get as close to
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and indicate on the controlled substance and in order to do so propelled himself into the
vehicle on his own volition and not at the direction and/or physical placing by the officer.
After this initial drug indication, Trooper Scheierman did remove Bingo from the inside of
the vehicle and had him continue with the sniff of the vehicle around the outside of the
vehicle. Bingo again indicated near the backside of the vehicle near the trunk. As testified
to by Trooper Scheierman, Bingo indicated both on the inside and the outside of
Defendant Randall's vehicle.
On these circumstances, it can be found that the K-9 sniff was not an illegal search
of the vehicle and any and all evidence obtained from the sniff should not be suppressed.

CONCLUSION
Therefore, as can be found by this Court the traffic stop conducted by Trooper
Scheierman on September 3, 2017 on Defendant Randall and his vehicle was based
upon reasonable suspicion that Defendant Randall was driving his vehicle contrary to the
laws of Idaho when he made illegal lane changes by improperly signaling twice as he
switched lanes while passing a tractor trailer on Eastbound 1-86. Based upon these
violations and Trooper Scheierman's training and experience he had reasonable
suspicion to stop Defendant Randall. Upon conducting that stop and approaching the
vehicle, Trooper Scheierman contacted the driver, Defendant Randall.
While discussing the basis for the stop with Defendant Randall and receiving
identification and vehicle documents an investigative detention ensued. As that
investigation progressed, Trooper Scheierman's reasonable suspicion evolved into
probable cause of criminal activity and acting on that evolving suspicion that was
converting toward probable cause Trooper Scheierman asked for permission from
Defendant Randall to deploy his drug detection K-9 on Randall's vehicle. Defendant
Randall consented to the K-9 deployment and during the K-9 sniff, the K-9, Bingo, gave a
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'.
positive indication of an odor of a controlled substance in and on the vehicle. A
subsequent search of the vehicle yielded 65 pounds of marijuana.
As can be determined there was valid reasonable suspicion for conducting a stop
on Defendant Randall and his vehicle. The investigative stop with Defendant Randall was
not prolonged/abandoned to pursue a drug investigation or conduct a K-9 sniff because
Trooper Scheierman had a basis to conduct the sniff as well as consent from Defendant
Randall to deploy his K-9 on the vehicle. Additionally, K-9 Bingo's entry into the open
driver's side window was not an illegal search since Bingo was following his training and
instincts to find the source of the odor of controlled substances and get as close to it as
he could.
Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, the Defendant's Motion to Suppress should
be DENIED and the evidence found admissible; and the State should be provided
appropriate relief as the Court deems just and proper.

orney
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OF THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF
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STATE OF IDAHO,

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE

Plaintiff,
vs.

DEFENDANT'S REPLY MEMORANDUM

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

Defendant, Jacob Steele Randall, by and through his attorneys of record, Jason Brown, and
Ryan M. Pacyga, pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 12(b)(3), all other relevant Idaho Criminal Rules
and statutes, hereby timely submits this Reply in further support his motion to suppress.

THE TROOPER IMPERMISSIBLY PROLONGED TRAFFIC STOP/
ABANDONMENTOFTHETRAFFICSTOP
With respect to the defense position that the trooper impermissibly prolonged or abandoned the
traffic stop in favor of a separate criminal investigation, the government appears to argue that ( l) the
trooper suspected drug trafficking from the first moments of the encounter, and this was actually a
"probable cause" investigation from the outset (State's Br. at 9); and in any event (2) defendant
"consented" to the drug dog sweep (State's Br. at 11).
Once Mr. Randall was NCIC clear, the trooper should have given Mr. Randall's documents back
and allowed him to leave with a citation or warning. At that point, the trooper had received
information that Mr. Randall was clear of returns or warrants and that his license status was valid.
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The rental agreement was in order with plenty of time to return to Minnesota, and the trooper
conceded on cross examination that Mr. Randall provided a logical explanation of his travels. (See
Suppression Hearing Tr. at 49) The trooper's claimed suspicions regarding increased nervousness
and food wrappers or water containers inside the vehicle might very well be applicable to a wide
swath of innocent interstate travelers stopped for a traffic infraction, and not particularized to any
criminal activity. See United States v. Manza-Juardo, 457 F.3d 928,935 (9th Cir. 2006) (admonishing
against accepting generalizations that would cast suspicion on large segments of law abiding
population). The defense questions the claim about "increased nervousness" as this detail was never.
included in the trooper's detailed and accurate police report. But in any event, critical to the analysis
here, this trooper admitted that he detained Mr. Randall longer than necessary to handle the traffic
violation and that he specifically detained Mr. Randall for longer than necessary for the sole purpose
of conducting a separate drug investigation (Suppression Hearing Tr. at 51, 53).
The government also argues that Mr. Randall consented to the K-9 sniff and prolonged detention,
negating the Fourth Amendment violation for the expanded traffic stop. The defense disputes that
"consent" alleviates the prolonged/abandoned stop issue. The government does not cite any case law
in support of its proposition. Even if that were the law, the government still has the burden to
establish that the consent was voluntary. See e.g. Coolidge v. New Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443 (197 l).
The evidence shows that it was not. Rather, the record demonstrates that this fully-armed, uniformed
trooper kept Mr. Randall's driver's license and other important documents in his possession and
asked increasingly probing questions regarding drug trafficking after having received specific
information that Mr. Randall cleared of all routine checks at time 8:39:20, Exhibit l. The trooper
directed Mr. Randall out of the vehicle and otherwise directed his movements and where he should
stand. The trooper asked "You wouldn't mind ifl ran my dog around your car to make sure?" (Ex. I
at 8:41:45) The trooper testified that Mr. Randall was never free to leave during the encounter. The
government cannot establish voluntary consent under these circumstances; in fact the trooper
conceded that he did not have consent to search the interior of the vehicle (Suppression Hearing Tr.
at 63, 65). 1
The various factors articulated by the trooper were identified in the defense brief at p. 10, and we
1 The trooper exceeded the scope of consent by deploying the dog into the car, rather than around it. See Florida v.
Jimeno, 500 U.S. 248, 250-51 ( 1991) ("The standard for measuring the scope of a suspect's consent under the Fourth
Amendment is that of "objective" reasonableness -- what would the typical reasonable person have understood by
the exchange between the officer and the suspect?"). The trooper acted unreasonably in pushing the dog into the car
under the circumstances here because he only asked permission to run the dog around the car. Given that the
government has not established voluntary consent, however, the defense will not spend a great deal of time here.
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will not repeat them here. "The principal components of a determination of reasonable suspicion or
probable cause will be the events which occurred leading up to the stop or search, and then the
decision whether these historical facts, viewed from the standpoint of an objectively reasonable
police officer, amount to reasonable suspicion or to probable cause." Ornelas v. U.S., 517 U.S. 690,
696 (1996) (emphasis added); see also Id. at 700-701 (Justice Scalia in dissent, agreeing with the
analytical approach to identify "relevant historical facts" known to the officer at the time of the stop
or search.) Limited to those specific, historical facts known to the trooper at the time leading up when
he learned that the warrant check was clear and the traffic infraction investigation concluded, the
court cannot find that the trooper's conclusion that he suspected criminal activity was reasonable in
light of the whole circumstances. Mr. Randall was entirely compliant. Mr. Randall was cleared
through the NCIC and license checks. The rental paperwork was in order. And importantly the
trooper's credibility is significantly diminished, having been cross-examined as to the reasonableness
of his suspicions as tested against reality. On the totality of these circumstances, it was not
reasonable to detain Mr. Randall for a subsequent drug investigation and dog sniff that was unrelated
to the purpose of the initial stop.
The Idaho Supreme Court has recently had the opportunity to analyze a case with similar factual
circumstance as here, holding that even a de minimus delay in a traffic stop to conduct a drug-dog
sweep violates the Fourth Amendment. See Idaho v. Linze, 161 Idaho 605 (2016) (two-minute delay
to conduct dog sweep violated Fourth Amendment). The government argues that the trooper was
suspicious regarding drug trafficking from the outset of the encounter and was justified in expanding
the scope of the traffic stop. In other words, it seems the government is arguing that the trooper did
not need additional reasonable, articulable suspicion of other criminal activity to justify an
investigation for drug trafficking. But that position flies in the face of Linze and is not supported by
the factual record before the court. (See generally Ex. 1)

Linze provides, ''The seizure of a vehicle's occupants in order to investigate a traffic violation is a
''reasonable seizure" under the Fourth Amendment so long as the seizing officer had reasonable
suspicion that a violation had occurred." Id. at 608 (citing Rodriguez v. U.S., 135 S. Ct. 1609, 1614
(2015)). However, "[b]ecause addressing the infraction is the purpose of the stop, it may 'last no
longer than is necessary to effectuate that purpose." Id. (citations omitted). "Authority for the seizure
thus ends when tasks tied to the traffic infraction are- or reasonably should have been- completed."
Id. (citation omitted). "[S]hould the officer abandon the purpose of the stop, the officer no longer has
that original reasonable suspicion supporting his actions[ ... ] the officer has for all intends and
purposes initiated a new seizure with a new purpose; one which requires its own reasonableness
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under the Fourth Amendment. This new seizure cannot piggy-back on the reasonableness of the
original seizure." Id. at 609.
The Second Seizure Occurred When, After NCIC Check Returned "Clear," the Trooper
Continued to Detain Mr. Randall Rather than Issue a Citation and Permit Him to Leave. The
Trooper Impermi~ibly Prolonged the Routine Traffic Stop, Abandoning the Original Purpose
in Favor of a Separate Criminal Inquiry.
The NCIC returned "clear'' and Mr. Randall's driver's license status came back clear yet the
trooper continued to detain Mr. Randall. (Ex. 1 at 8:39:20 and continuing) At this point, the trooper
agreed that he detained Mr. Randall than longer than necessary to handle the traffic investigation.
(Suppression Hearing Tr. at 51, 53) The trooper abandoned the original purpose of the traffic stop in
favor of a general criminal investigation. The trooper admitted that after the routine checks were
done, the trooper decided to keep Mr. Randall around to have a drug investigation take place.
(Suppression Hearing Tr. at 51) The trooper also admitted that he did not issue a citation, and never
even started to do so. "Yea, I mean, I - yes, I did go into a drug investigation rather than issue the
citation." (Suppression Hearing Tr. at 53). Instead of issuing a traffic citation or warning and
terminating the encounter, the trooper began to ask increasingly probing questions concerning travel
plans further than Las Vegas (Ex. I at 8:40:00); Mr. Randall's employment situation (Ex. I at
8:40: I 0); and finally about drug trafficking (Ex. 1 at approx. 8:41 :41 ). The trooper continues, fishing
for evidence of the presence of narcotics, for example telling Mr. Randall that he smelled marijuana
(Ex. 1 at 8:42: 13) which was an outright lie (See Suppression Hearing Tr. at 46). Although Mr.
Randall was clear of warrants and no apparent danger to the trooper, the trooper further intensified
the encounter with a pat down search:
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Ex. l. Trooper Scheierman completing the pat search of Mr. Randall, approximately 3 minutes

after the NCIC check was clear.
The evidence shows that this trooper abandoned the original traffic stop and impermissibly
detained Mr. Randall to conduct a general criminal investigation unrelated to the stop, and the Court
must suppress the evidence flowing from the constitutional violation and dismiss charges
accordingly. See Linze, 161 Idaho at 609 (vacating and reversing district court order denying defense
motion to suppress).

WARRANTLESS SEARCH OF THE INTERIOR OF THE CAR
The government argues that deploying the K-9 into the vehicle is not a Fourth Amendment
search and as a result there can be no constitutional violation (State's Brief at 14-16). However, the
United States Supreme Court has previously said that when law enforcement deploys police dogs
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into protected, private areas it is a Fourth Amendment search. See e.g. Florida v. Jardines, 569 U.S.
I (20 I 3) ("The government's use of trained police dogs to investigate the home and its immediate
surroundings is a 'search' within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment."). In this case, there are two
problems with the government's argument. First, the trooper deployed the drug dog into the vehicle
well after the traffic stop was completed, further contributing to an already prolonged detention.
Second, the search was not limited to the outside of the vehicle and the dog did not indicate the
presence of narcotics while outside of the car (i.e. this is not a probable cause search).

Ex. I at 8:43:41. Trooper Scheierman lets go of the leash and pushes Bingo into the car, without
observin an indicator.
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The dog in this case, Bingo, is a "passive indicator." (Suppression Hearing Tr. at 30) Bingo's
indicator for the presence of narcotics is to "sit or lay down." (Suppression Hearing Tr. at 30-31 ).
This dog, however, did not indicate the presence of narcotics before the trooper pushed the dog
through the window of the car. (Ex. at approx. 8:43:40) Yet the trooper let go of the dog's leash and
pushed the dog into the car. (Ex. 1 at 8:43:39-41). The trooper did not attempt to run the dog around
the car. (Ex. 1 at 8:43:39-41)

In Caballes, the U.S. Supreme Court decided that it was not a Fourth Amendment violation
to conduct a drug dog sniff on the exterior of a vehicle during an otherwise lawful traffic stop.

Illinois v. Caballes 543 U.S. 405 (2005). In reaching that decision, however, the Justices reasoned:
Here, the initial seizure of respondent when he was stopped on the highway was based
on probable cause, and was concededly lawful. It is nevertheless clear that a seizure
that is lawful at its inception can violate the Fourth Amendment if its manner of
execution unreasonably infringes interests protected by the Constitution. United
States v. Jacobsen, 466 U.S. 109, 124 (1984). A seizure that is justified solely by the

interest in issuing a warning ticket to the driver can become unlawful if it is
prolonged beyond the time reasonably required to complete that mission. In an
earlier case involving a dog sniff that occurred during an unreasonably prolonged
traffic stop, the Illinois Supreme Court held that use of the dog and the subsequent
discovery of contraband were the product of an unconstitutional
seizure. People v. Cox, 202 Ill. 2d 462,782 N. E. 2d 275 (2002). We may assume
that a similar result would be warranted in this case if the dog sniff had been
conducted while respondent was being unlawfully detained.
Id. at 406 (emphasis added). In other words, if a person is being unlawfully detained then a drug dog
sniff is not permissible. That is exactly what happened here. This trooper, without cause, detained

Mr. Randall for several minutes longer than necessary to complete the traffic investigation. The
trooper abandoned the original purpose of the stop, ultimately detaining Mr. Randall while he while
the trooper pursued a separate criminal investigation, ultimately deploying the dog. This Court must
suppress the evidence accordingly.
As an alternative argument, the government implicitly concedes that the search of the interior
of the car was a warrantless Fourth Amendment search by arguing that a "K-9 search" and "consent"
are recognized exceptions to the Fourth Amendment warrant requirement. (See State's Br. at 13, 15).
While a K-9 sniff outside a car may assist in the probable cause analysis in the appropriate case, a K9 search is not-standing alone-one of the well-established, well-recognized exceptions to the
warrant requirement like, for example, consent. With respect to the government's argument that the
trooper developed probable cause using the dog, the defense maintains that this is not a probable
cause search because the dog did not indicate the presence of narcotics while outside the vehicle. In
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fact, the video shows that the trooper did not even attempt to sweep around the vehicle but unleashed
the dog and boosted it into the window. (Ex. lat 8:43:39-41) Further, the alleged probable cause
does not alleviate underlying root problem of the prolonged detention, as discussed in Caballes. And
finally, with respect to the alleged consent, for the same reasons as set forth in the reply brief above,
the defense asks the Court to reject the government's argument that Mr. Randall gave his voluntary
consent to search the interior of the vehicle.

CONCLUSION
For all of the above reasons, including those set forth in prior briefing and argument, the
defense asks that this Court grant the relief set forth in Mr. Randall's motion.

DATED this L~arch, 2018.

By:
an St.
Pocatello, ID 83204
(208) 233-0132

DATED this 19TH day of March, 2018.

RYAN PACYGA CRIMINAL DEFENSE
By:

/S/RYANPACYGA

Ryan M. Pacyga
333 South 7th Street, Suite 2850
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 339-5844
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY certify that a copy of the foregoing Reply Memorandum was served on the following
named person at the address shown and in the manner indicated.
Ja Niece Price
Bannock County Prosecutor
P.O.BoxP
Pocatello, ID 83205

U.S. Mail·
~acsimile:
Hand Delivered
Email:

.ctt--DATED this l1day of March, 2018.
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICAL DISTRICT OFTHE:- ;--STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
·- . ,

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff,

v.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE
MEMORANDUM DECISION
ANDORER

NATURE OF THE CASE

The defendant, Jacob Steele Randall ("the Defendant" or "Randall"), filed a Motion to
Suppress asking this Court to suppress any and all evidence obtained by any law enforcement
officers at the time of the stop of the Defendant's vehicle on September 3, 2017. 1 An evidentiary
hearing was held on January 25, 2018. Counsel for the Defendant submitted a supporting brief
on February 23, which was followed by the State's memorandwn in opposition on March 9. The
Defendant filed a reply memorandwn on March 19. Therefore, the matter was taken under
advisement as of March I 9, 2018. After reviewing the entire file, including the briefs filed by
counsel and after considering the testimony offered at the suppression hearing, this Court issues
this Memorandwn Decision and Order denying the Defendant's Motion to Suppress.

1

Mot. to Suppress, 1, Dec. 18, 2017.

MEMORANDUMD DECISION AND ORDER
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ISSUES

I. Did Trooper Scheierman have reasonable suspicion to stop the Defendant's vehicle?
2. Was the detention of the Defendant unjustifiably prolonged?
3. Did the use of the drug-detection dog violate the Defendant's constitutional rights?
STATEMENT OF FACTS

On September 3,2017, Idaho State Trooper Tyler Scheierman had parked his patrol
vehicle in the median oflnterstate 86 at milepost 56 in Power County, Idaho. 2 Trooper
Scheierman observed a vehicle travelling east at approximately 80 miles per hour. 3 The car
continued to slow as it passed his location. 4 As Trooper Scheierman watched the car pass by, he
noticed the driver was "sitting in a very rigid, uncomfortable, unnatural driving position, and
pressing himself backwards in his seat. ... " 5 Trooper Scheierman testified that based on his
training and experience he felt the driver exhibited abnormal behavior and decided to follow the
vehicle. 6 While following the car, he observed the driver pass a semi-truck without using his
tum signal for the required five seconds. 7 Based upon that violation of the traffic laws, Trooper
Scheierman activated his emergency lights and initiated a traffic stop. 8 The Defendant came to a
stop near milepost 60 on Interstate 86 within the borders of Bannock County, ldaho. 9

2

Suppression Hr'g, 15:7-16:2, Jan. 25, 2018.
Id at 16:9-14.
4
Id at 16:14-17.
5
Id at 16:21-24.
6
Id. at 17:14-19.
7
Id at 18:6-15.
8
Id at 20:8-10.
9
Id at 20:11-20.
3
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Trooper Scheiennan made contact with the Defendant explaining to him the reason for
the stop and asking for his driver's license. 10 Trooper Scheiennan also asked the Defendant
where he was coming from and where he was going. 11 The Defendant stated that he had flown
to Las Vegas for $75.00 and had rented a car to drive back home to Saint Paul, Minnesota. 12
Trooper Scheiennan noted the rental agreement for the car indicated the Defendant had paid over
$500.00. 13 Other observations made by Trooper Scheiennan were that the Defendant's hands
were shaking when he handed over his license, his carotid artery was pulsating, and the car had a
"lived-in" look. 14 At that point, Trooper Scheiennan asked the Defendant to step out of his car
and speak with him by his patrol vehicle. 15 While the Defendant stood by the patrol car, Trooper
Scheiennan ran his driver's license. 16 While checking for outstanding warrants, Trooper
Scheiennan continued to talk with the Defendant about his travel destinations over the last few
days. 17 The driver's license check did not return anything that required further action by law
enforcement. 18
Trooper Scheierman testified that based upon his conversation with the Defendant, his
observations of the Defendant and his car, and his training and experience, he expressed to
Randall his concerns about possible drug trafficking. 19 The Defendant advised Trooper
10

Id.
Id.
12
Id.
13
Id.
14
Id.
15
Id.
16
Id.
17
Id.
18
Id.
19
Id.
11

at 22:5-9.
at 22: 14-16.
at23:1-13.
at 23: 13-14.
at 23:23-24:5.
at 24:8-10.
at 24: 17-25: 1.
at 24: 14-25: 18.
at 26:24-27:5.
at27:6-14.
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Scheierman that he had nothing to worry about. 20 Trooper Scheierman then asked Randall if he
could run his "drug detection K-9" around the vehicle. 21 The Defendant did not object and
allowed the dog to sniff the car.
Defendant's car.

23

22

Ultimately, the dog reacted to the back seat and trunk of the

A subsequent search of the car revealed a large quantity of marijuana. 24 The

Defendant was then arrested for trafficking in marijuana.
DISCUSSION

1. Despite Trooper Scheierman 's subjective belief that the Defendant was acting
suspicious, he had reasonable suspicion sufficient to stop the Defendant's vehicle.
"A traffic stop by a law enforcement officer constitutes a seizure of the vehicle's
occupants which implicates the Fourth Amendment's guarantee of freedom from unreasonable
searches and seizures, as applied to the states by the Fourteenth Amendment." 25 Routine traffic
stops for investigation of possible traffic violations or other crimes are governed by the wellknown standards for investigative detentions set forth in Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968). 26 An
officer may stop a vehicle and question its occupants if the officer has reasonable suspicion of
criminal activity, including suspicion that the vehicle is being operated contrary to traffic laws. 27
The reasonableness of the suspicion must be evaluated upon the totality of the circumstances at

20

Id at 27:15-19.
Id at 27:22-24.
22
Id at 27:23-28:2.
23
Id at 32:13-19; 33:5-10.
24
Id at 35:11-24.
25
State v. Atkinson, 128 Idaho 559, 561, 916 P.2d 1284, 1286 (Idaho Ct.App. I 986)(citing Delaware v. Prouse, 440
U.S. 648, 653, 99 S.Ct. 1391, 1395-96, 69 L.Ed.2d 660 (I 979); State v. Emory, 119 Idaho 661, 809 P.2d 522 (Idaho
Ct.App. 1991.)).
26
See Prouse, 440 U.S. at 653-54, 99 S.Ct. at 1396.
27
Id. at 661, 99 S.Ct. at 1400; State v. Patterson, 140 Idaho 612,614, 97 P.3d 479,481 (Idaho Ct.App. 2004.)
21
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the time of the stop.

28

"Based upon that whole picture the detaining officers must have a

particularized and objective basis for suspecting the particular person stopped of criminal
activity."

29

"The reasonable suspicion standard requires less than probable cause, but more than

mere speculation or instinct on the part of the officer."30 In order to establish reasonable
suspicion, an officer may draw reasonable inferences from the facts in his or her possession, and
those inferences may be drawn from the officer's experience and law enforcement training. 31
Furthermore, "when an officer has an objectively reasonable basis for making an investigative
stop, the officer's subjective motive or actual state of mind is irrelevant."32 For example, the
Idaho Court of Appeals has specifically found that when an officer had probable cause to make a
stop based on an observed traffic infraction, "any underlying motive" of that officer in stopping
the vehicle "as a pretext to search for drugs was irrelevant because the stop was justified by an
objectively reasonable basis. " 33
In this case, Trooper Scheierman testified that as the Defendant passed his location he
noticed the car began to slow and that the driver was situated in an "unnatural driving"
position. 34 That unusual behavior caused the trooper to follow the Defendant. 35 Trooper
Scheierman continued to follow the Defendant until he failed to lawfully use his tum signal

28

State v. Ferreira, 133 Idaho 474, 483, 988 P.2d 700, 709 (Idaho Ct.App. 1999).
United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411, 417-18, 101 S. Ct. 690,695, 66 L. Ed. 2d 621 (1981).
3
Ferreira, 133 Idaho at 483, 988 P.2d at 709.
31
Statev. Montague, 114 Idaho 319,321,756 P.2d 1083, 1085 (Idaho Ct.App. 1988).
32
State v. Myers, 118 Idaho 608, 610, 798 P.2d 453, 455 (Idaho Ct.App. 1990)(citing State v. Law, 115 Idaho 769,
769 P.2d 1141 (Idaho Ct.App. 1989)(review denied)); see also, Whren v. U.S., 517 U.S. 806, 813, 116 S.Ct. 1769,
29

°

135 L.Ed.2d 89.
Myers, 118 Idaho at 610, 798 P.2d at 455 (internal citations omitted).
34
Suppression Hr'g at I 6:9-24.
35
Id at 17:14-24.
33
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during a lane change.

36

Based on that observed traffic infraction, Trooper Scheierman stopped

the Defendant for violation of Idaho Code§ 49-808(2). 37 As explained, when an officer has an
objectively reasonable basis for making an investigative stop, the officer's subjective motive or
actual state of mind is irrelevant. Therefore, despite any subjective motive behind Trooper
Scheierman's initial decision to follow the Defendant, Trooper Scheierman still established
reasonable and articulable suspicion to conduct a traffic stop based on his observation of the
Defendant's failure to signal for a sufficient amount of time while changing lanes. As such.
Trooper Scheierman did not violate the Defendant's Fourth Amendment rights in stopping his
vehicle.

2. The detention of the Defendant was not unjustifiably prolonged.
The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution, and its counterpart, Article I,
Section 17 of the Idaho Constitution, guarantee the right of every citizen to be free from
unreasonable searches and seizures. The determination of whether an investigative detention is
reasonable requires a dual inquiry. First, was the officer's action justified from its inception?
Second, was the action taken reasonably related in scope to the circumstances that justified the
interference in the first place?38 It has already been determined that the initial contact made by
Trooper Scheierman was justified since the Defendant had violated a provision of the Idaho
motor vehicle code. Thus, the remaining question is whether Trooper Scheierman's subsequent

36
37

id. at 18:6-15.
id at 20:8-10.

38

State v. Perez-Jungo, 156 Idaho 609,614,329 P.3d 391,396 (Idaho Ct.App.2014)(citing State v. Roe, 140 Idaho
176,181, 90 P.3d 926,931 (Idaho Ct.App.2004)); Statev. Parkinson, 135 Idaho 357,361, 17 PJd 301,305 (Idaho
Ct.App.2000).
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actions were reasonably related in scope to the circumstances that justified the stop in the first
place.
An investigative detention is permissible if it is based upon specific articulable facts which
justify reasonable suspicion that the detained person is, has been, or is about to be engaged in
criminal activity. 39 Any routine investigative detention might turn up suspicious circumstances,
which could justify an officer asking questions unrelated to the initial purpose of the stop. 40
Such unrelated inquiries, if brief, do not necessarily exceed the scope of the initial detention and
lead to a violation of a detainee's Fourth Amendment rights. 41 Additionally, an officer's
observations, general inquiries, and the events following the stop, may, and often do, give rise to
legitimate reasons for particularized lines of inquiry and further investigation by an officer. 42 As
such, a detention initiated for one investigative purpose may disclose suspicious circumstances
that justify expanding the investigation to other possible crimes. 43 Therefore, the length and
scope of the initial investigatory detention may be lawfully expanded if there exists objective and
specific articulable facts that justify reasonable suspicion that the detained person is, has been, or
is about to engage in criminal activity. 44 As explained above, the reasonable suspicion standard
requires less than probable cause but more than mere speculation or instinct on the part of the

39

Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. I, 26, 88 S.Ct. 1868, 1882-83, 20 L.Ed.2d 889, 908--09 (1968); State v. Sheldon, 139
Idaho 980,983, 88 P.3d 1220, 1223 (Idaho Ct.App.2003).
40
Myers, 118 Idaho at 613, 798 P.2d at 458.
41
Parkinson, 135 Idaho at 362, 17 P.3d at 306.
42
Myers, I 18 Idaho at 613, 798 P.2d at 458.
43
Statev. Brumfield, 136 Idaho 913,916, 42 P.3d 706, 709 (Idaho Ct.App.2001).
44
State v. Gomez, 144 Idaho 865,869, 172 P.3d I 140, 1144 (Idaho Ct.App.2007).
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officer.

45

An officer may draw reasonable inferences from the facts in his or her possession, and

those inferences may be drawn from the officer's experience and law enforcement training. 46
Further, when evaluating whether information known to an officer justified reasonable suspicion,
a court will consider the totality of the circumstances rather than viewing individual facts in
isolation.

47

Therefore, even where any individual factor "is not by itself proof of any illegal

conduct and is quite consistent with innocent" conduct, a court may nonetheless conclude that
the factors amount to reasonable suspicion when taken together. 48 "In other words, the whole
may be greater than the sum of its parts because the officer may consider the import of one fact
in light of another fact. " 49
In this case, Trooper Scheierman's decision to extend the.duration of the stop was based on
several factors. First, upon initiating contact with the Defendant, Trooper Scheierman observed
Randall's hands were shaking, and the carotid artery in his neck was pulsating. The Defendant
also told Trooper Scheierman he had purchased a ticket to fly from Saint Paul to Las Vegas for
$75.00, but had then rented a car costing over $500.00 to make his return to Minnesota. The car
also appeared to have a "lived-in look", and, based upon the Defendant's itinerary, he would
have been traveling non-stop. 50 In addition, the Defendant initially answered no when Trooper
Scheierman asked ifhe had been anywhere else during his to trip to Las Vegas. However, when
he was asked that question again, the Defendant appeared to become more nervous, his breathing
45

Ferreira, 133 Idaho at 483, 988 P.2d at 709.
State v. Montague, 114 Idaho 319,321, 756 P.2d 1083, 1085 (Idaho Ct.App. 1988).
47
State v. Roe, 140 Idaho 176, 180, 90 P.3d 926, 930 (Idaho Ct.App.2004).
48
United States v. Sokolow, 490 U.S. l, 9-10, 109 S.Ct. 1581, 1586-87, 104 L.Ed.2d 1, 11-12 (1989).
49
State v. Kelly, 159 Idaho 417,425,361 P.3d 1280, 1288 (Ct.App.2015).
46

50

Suppression Hr'g at 23:9-24:8.
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pattern changed, and he paused before changing his answer and stating he had also been to
Reno. 51
First, the testimony offered by Trooper Scheierman at the hearing was sufficient to find that
Trooper Scheierman has been trained and is experienced in identifying the indicators of drug
trafficking. Further, the totality of the circumstances surrounding the stop of the Defendant's
vehicle show there were specific and articulable facts that justify the reasonable suspicion
necessary to permit the investigative detention of the Defendant. For example, the Defendant
appeared nervous and shaking. His travel plans were also suspicious and confusing based upon
the Defendant's statements that he had taken a $75.00 flight to Las Vegas and then spent over
$500.00 to rent a car to drive home to Minnesota. The Defendant also exhibited nervousness and
changed his answer when questioned about whether he had visited anywhere else during his trip
to Las Vegas. Based on the totality of the circumstances, Trooper Scheierman possessed the
reasonable suspicion necessary to expand the length and scope of the investigatory detention
beyond the initial purpose of the traffic violation to justify a dmg investigation and the
subsequent search by a drug detection dog.

3. The drug sniff of the interior of the vehicle did not violate the Defendant's Fourth
Amendment rights.
As explained, the Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article I, § 17
of the Idaho Constitution protect the "right of people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers

51

Id at25:10-26:16.
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and effects against unreasonable searches and seizures. " 52 There is a strong presumption that a
warrantless search is unreasonable and therefore violative of the Fourth Amendment. 53 The
burden is on the state to justify a warrantless search by demonstrating it either fell within a wellrecognized exception to the warrant requirement or was otherwise reasonable under the
circumstances. 54

It is not necessarily a Fourth Amendment violation for an officer who has stopped someone
for a traffic violation to run a drug dog around the perimeter of the vehicle. 55 "When a reliable
drug-detection dog indicates that a lawfully stopped automobile contains the odor of controlled
substances, the officer has probable cause to believe that there are drugs in the automobile and
may search it without a warrant. " 56 Therefore, the use of a trained drug dog does not require
probable cause or a reasonable suspicion of drug activity. 57 A positive indication of drugs from a
trained drug dog gives an officer independent probable cause to search the vehicle. 58 However,
while "[a] drug dog sniff is not a search and may be done during an investigative stop ... the use
of the drug dog may not lengthen the duration of the stop." 59 "It is the State's burden to establish
that the seizure was based on reasonable suspicion and sufficiently limited in scope and duration

52

U.S. v. Sharpe, 470 U.S. 675,681 (1985); Silverman v. U.S., 365 U.S. 505,511 (1961).
State v. Curl, 125 Idaho 224,225, 869 P.2d 224,225 (1993); State v. Weaver, 127 Idaho 288,290,900 P.2d 196,
198 (1995).
54
Weaver, 127 Idaho at 290, 900 P.2d 198; Curl, 125 Idaho at 225, 869 P.2d at 225.
ss State v. Aguirre, 141 Idaho 560, 563, 112 P.3d 848, 85 I (Idaho Ct.App. 2005).
56
Idaho v. Gibson, 141 Idaho 277,281, 108 P.3d, 424,428 (Idaho Ct.App. 2005)(intemal citation omitted).
"Illinois v. Caballes, 543 U.S. 405, 406-08, 125 S.Ct. 834, 837-38 (2005); State v. Yeoumans 144 Idaho 871, 875,
172 P.3d 1146, 1150 (Idaho Ct.App. 2007).
58
State v. Tucker 132 Idaho 841,843,979P.2d1199, 1201 (1999).
59
State v. Bordeaux, 148 Idaho l, 8,217 PJd I, 8 (Idaho Ct. App. 2009)(internal citations omitted).
53
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to satisfy the conditions of an investigative seizure."60 Nonetheless, "[t]here is no rigid time
limit for determining when a detention has lasted longer than necessary; rather, a court must
consider the scope of the detention and the law enforcement purpose to be served, as well as the
duration of the stop."61
Further, absent police misconduct, the instinctive actions of trained drug dogs do not expand
the scope of an otherwise legal dog sniff to an impermissible search without a warrant or
probable cause. 62 The term instinctive implies that a dog enters a car without assistance,
facilitation, or other intentional action by its handler. 63 Thus, during a lawful detention, when a
drug dog's leap into a car is instinctual rather than orchestrated by police conduct, courts have
upheld the legality of such a search. 64 Further, a dog's independent act of entering a vehicle is
lawful where the dog was attracted into the car by the smell of contraband. However, absent
probable cause, it would be considered an unlawful search if the officer put the dog in the car,
opened the car to enhance the dog's ability to smell odors trapped in the vehicle, or the officer
otherwise facilitated the dog's entry before the dog had detected the presence of contraband. 65
In this case, Trooper Scheierman conducted a lawful stop of the Defendant's vehicle for a
traffic violation. In the course of that lawful detention, and based upon the totality of the
circumstances, Trooper Scheierman gained the reasonable suspicion necessary to expand the
60

/d.(intemal citation omitted).

61

State v. Grantham, 146 Idaho 490,496, 198 P.3d 128, 134 (Idaho Ct.App. 2008)(intemal citations omitted).
62
State v. Naranjo, 159 Idaho 258,260,359 P.3d 1055, 1057 (Idaho Ct.App.2015); United States v. Sharp, 689 F.3d
616,620 (6th Cir.2012) (no search when dog jumped through open window without facilitation by police).
United States v. Pierce, 622 F.3d 209, 214-15 (3d Cir.2010) (no search when, without facilitation by police, dog
entered car door opened by defendant)
64
Id. at 214; United States v. Vazquez, 555 F.3d 923, 930 (10th Cir.2009).
6
s United States v. Hutchinson, 411 F.Supp.2d 497, 510-11 (M.D.Pa.2007).
63
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initial detention to a drug investigation and the subsequent search by a drug detection dog.
Trooper Scheiennan asked the Defendant if he would allow his drug dog to sniff around the
vehicle. 66 The Defendant stated that he did not mind if that happened. 67 In response to the
Defendant's consent, Trooper Scheiennan retrieved his dog and walked him to the Defendant's
car.

68

Trooper Scheiennan testified that immediately upon deploying his dog, the canine went to

the driver's side of the vehicle and placed his paws on the open front driver's side window. The
dog then independently jumped inside the vehicle. 69 Trooper Scheierman testified that once he
realized his dog was trying to enter the car, he assisted the dog fui1her into the vehicle to prevent
injury to the animal and the car. 70 After climbing into the car, the drug dog went to the backseat
and signaled the detection of the smell of controlled substances. 71 Trooper Scheiennan then
removed the dog from the interior of the car and had the dog sniff the exterior of the car where
the dog also alerted to the trunk. 72
Based upon the testimony and the evidence presented, Trooper Scheierman's drug dog made
independent entry into the Defendant's car because the dog detected an odor emanating from the
vehicle. While Trooper Scheiennan testified that he did assist the dog's entry into the vehicle,
that assistance was only given to prevent injury to the animal and car and came only after the dog
had independently placed its paws on the open front driver's side window and jumped inside.

66

61

Suppression Hr'g at 27:22-24.

Id at 27: 1-2.
68
Id at 31 :22-32:4.
69
Id. at 32:7-12.
70

Id. at 32:7-12; 64:6-65-7.
Id. at 32: 13-19.
12
Id. at 32:22-33:24.
71
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Trooper Scheierman did nothing to initiate the dog's entry into the vehicle. Further, there is
nothing to indicate the detention lasted longer than necessary to satisfy the conditions of the
investigative seizure. Therefore, because Trooper Scheierman conducted a lawful stop of the
Defendant's vehicle, and his reliable drug-detection dog instinctively and without police
misconduct indicated the presence of controlled substances inside that vehicle, there was no
violation of the Fourth Amendment.
CONCLUSION

Trooper Scheierman had reasonable and articulable suspicion to stop the motor vehicle
driven by the Defendant. Based on the totality of the circumstances, Trooper Scheierman also
possessed the reasonable suspicion necessary to expand the length and scope of the investigatory
detention beyond the initial purpose of the traffic violation to justify a drug investigation and the
subsequent search by a drug detection dog. Further, the drug sniff by Trooper Scheierman's dog
did not violate Randall's Fourth Amendment rights since the actions of the canine were
instinctual and were not aided or facilitated by law enforcement, and there is nothing to indicate
the detention lasted longer than necessary to satisfy the conditions of the investigative seizure.
Therefore, the Defendant's Motion to Suppress is hereby DENIED.
IT IS SO ORDERED this May 2, 2018.

ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
MEMORANDUMD DECISION AND ORDER
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1

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT'IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

Case No:CR-2017-0010456-FE

vs.

ORDER SETTING CRIMINAL
JURY TRIAL

JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.
Pursuant to the informal request from counsel for the Defendant, Jason Brown
appearing as counsel pro hac vice for Ryan M. Pacyga, to set this matter for trial and
defense counsel having submitted available dates for trial; therefore,
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this case is hereby set for JURY TRIAL before
the undersigned District Judge on OCTOBER 30, 2018 AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this case is hereby set for PRE-TRIAL
CONFERENCE on SEPTEMBER 24, 2018 AT THE HOUR OF 4:00 P.M. The Court will
allow the Defendant to participate via telephone. Counsel for the Defendant, Mr. Brown,
shall initiate the call to the Defendant during the pre-trial conference.
DATED this

la

day of June, 2018.

~c-~

ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
ORDER SETTING CRIMINAL JURY TRIAL
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□ U.S.Mail
~ E-Mail
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D

□ Fax:

Ryan Pacyga

□ U.S.Mail

181 E-Mail
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Robert Poleki
CLERK OF THE COURT

1/M~

,.J~~--~---'f.-1----
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IN THB DIS1RICT COURT OF THE SJXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TliJ 8JUN 14 PH 4.
31
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STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

D£

)
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,
vs.

Jacob Steele Randall

Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11,,.f"
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BY_

l
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CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE
WAIVER OF SPEEDY TRIAL

Defendant acknowledges that he/she has a right to have this case brought to trial within
six (6) months of his/her amignment in district court or the filing of the Prosecuting Attorney's
Information. Further, the defendant bas consulted with his/her attomey regarding their right to a
speedy trial pursuant to the Sixth Amendment of the United States Constitution1, Article I §13 of
the Idaho Constitution2, and Idaho Code §19-3501 3•

1

In all criminal prosccutioas. the accused shall eqjoy the right to a speedy and public 1riaJ, by an Impartial jury of
the State and dimk:t wberefn the cdmo shall have been committed, which dlslrict aball have been previously
accrtafned by law, and to be lnmmed oftbe nature and causo of tho ac:eusalion; to bo conftontod with the witnc1SC18
apimt him; to have compulsoty procou fbr obtaining witnosaos in bis favor, and to have tho Alafatance of Couuol
fbr his dofonco.
2
Guanmtioa In c:riminal actiom and duo procoa of law, In all crindnal prosooudons, tho party accused aball have
the rfsbt to a speody and public trial; to havJ the proceu of tho court to compol the atteadanc:e -,fwitnouoa in his
~ and to llppNI' and defend in ponon and with COU118el.
No penon sball be twice put in jeoparcly fbr the 8IIDIO otrense; nor be c:ompolled in any criminal case to bo a witnoss
against bimaole nor bo doprived oflife, liberty or proporty without due proc:as of law.
3

Whoo acdm may be dmnfwd, Tho court, unleu good cause to tho CODtnry is shown, must order tho prosocution
or indiccment to be dismillecf, in tho fullowing cues:
(1) When a ponco bu been halcl to answer for a public ofteuo, if an indicllllollt or infbrmation is not found against
him and tilecl with tho court within six (6) months ftom tho dslo of bis llll'OII.
· PAGE- 1
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That based ~ careful consideration and consultation with counsel, the defendant
hereby waives his/her right to have this case brought to trial within the six month period of time
· as stated above. The defendant fully understands the pros and cons of waiving their right to a
speedy trial and believes that it would bo in their best interest to give up this rigtit. The

defendant-further understands that once their right to a speedy trial is waived, the Court mar set
this case for trial more than six months from the time in whieh they were arraigned in district
court or the filing of the Prosecuting Attorney's Information. State v .Folk, 151 Idaho 327, 256
P.3d73S.

DAIBDthis

- lr'
.1 ) · dayof_-_.,;;:,,r,J~0_A.J.....;'t:;...__ ___,, ,)-Df J

(2) Ifa defendant, whose trial bas not b e e n ~ upon bis application. fa not brought to trial wiCbin sJx (6)
. ll10lllhs ftom tho date that the .mfunnation is fiJed with ~ court.
(3) If a defendant, whoso trial has not been postP,oDed upon bis application, is not brought to trial within sJx (6)
months from Ibo date that the dofendant WIii amfgnod before the court in wbfch the. indfcCment is found.
(4) If a defendant, cluqed with amisdememor ofl'eDlle, whoso utaJ bu not beca poaq,oned upon his application, is
not brought to trial witbm six (6) months from the date that the defendant oaten a plea ofnot P;11ty with the court.
{S) If a defendant, charged with both a felony or multiple felonies and a mfademeanor or multiple misdmneanon
together In the 111110 action or charging dooument, whose trial bas not been~ upon bis application, is not
brought to trial within sfx (6} months ftam the date that the information fs ftled with tho court.
(6) If a defendant. dwged with both a felony or multiple felonies and I' mfsdmneanor nr multiple misdemeanors
together In the IIIDII action or-ebargfng cfoc'ADDent, whose trial bu not been postponed upon bfs application, is not
brought to trial witbin sJx (6) months ftam the dato that the defendant was anafgnad before-the court in which the
indidment is found.
0
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

Case No:CR-2017-0010456-FE

vs.

ORDER CONTINUING
PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE

JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.

Pursuant to the Court being out of the office at a Judicial Conference and good
cause existing thereof,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE scheduled to
commence on Monday, September 24, 2018 at 4:00 p.m. is hereby CONTINUED and
the same is hereby reset for THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 27. 2018, AT THE HOUR OF

4:00 P.M.
DATED this

_12_ day of August, 2018.

R~c.[\m
District Judge

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
ORDER CONTINUING PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE
Page 1 of 2

Page 130

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
th
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 17 day of August, 2018, I served a true and
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the
manner indicated.

Bannock County Prosecutor

0

Jason Brown
May, Rammell & Thompson

0

U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
D Fax: 236-7288

U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box

□ Fax:

Robert Poleki
CLERK OF THE COURT

By: _ _¥1_·- - Deputy Clerk

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
ORDER CONTINUING PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE
Page 2 of 2
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,
vs.

Case No:CR-2017-0010456-FE
ORDER CONTINUING JURY
TRIAL AND PRE-TRIAL
CONFERENCE

JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.

Pursuant to the request made by the parties at the pre-trial conference to continue
the trial in this matter,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is
hereby reset for JURY TRIAL before the undersigned District Judge on NOVEMBER

14, 2018 AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is
hereby set for PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE on OCTOBER 22, 2018, AT THE HOUR OF

4:00 P.M.
DATED this

~i

day of September, 2018.

~C.~

ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
ORDER CONTINUING JURY TRIAL AND PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE
Page 1 of 2
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•

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I served a true
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the _!}J, day of September, 2018,
uals in the
individ
ng
followi
the
of
and correct copy of the foregoing document upon each
manner indicated.
Bannock County Prosecutor

0

Jason Brown
May, Rammell & Thompson

OU.S .Mail
~E-M ail
D Courthouse Box

U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
D Fax: 236-7288

□ Fax:

Robert Poleki
CLERK OF THE COURT

By: _--: -:--½ r"'." """" ---Deputy Clerk

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
CE
ORDER CONTINUING JURY TRIAL AND PRE-TRIAL CONFEREN
Page 2 of 2
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Filed: 10/25/2018 at 10:28 AM.
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock
County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Xeri Pave
Deputy Clerk

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

State of Idaho

Case No. CR-2017-10456

vs.

Notice of Hearing

Jacob S Randall

Event Code: NOTH

NOTICE IS GIVEN That the above-entitled case is set for:

Hearing Type
Change of Plea

Date
12/03/2018

Time
09:00 AM

Judge
Robert C. Naftz

at the: Bannock County Courthouse
624 E. Center
Pocatello ID 83201
~ All parties and counsel are required to be present.

Robert Poleki
Clerk of the Court
Dated: 10/25/2018

By: Xeri Povey
Deputy Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on this date I served a copy of the attached to:
Ja Niece Price
Jason Michael Brown

Dated: 10/25/2018

prosecutor@bannockcounty.us
jason@mrwlaw.net

By:

[X] By email
[X] By email

Xeri Povey
Deputy Clerk

NOTICE OF HEARING
M-CV CR FL PR (NO2) (Appv.10.23.15)
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DATE:

Ot/1 / J]

CASE:

r·

SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
STATE OF IDAHO

-------

FELONY DRUG COURT CRITERIA
DEFENDANT:

Jt1CDb

CURRENT CHARGE(S):

s.

~v\ncig lj

ARRAICN:
---PRLMSET:
---JUDGE: _ _ __
ATTORNEY
---IN JAIL: YES NO

"DTh\?j \VV\.~f;utC-t'O:J

Poss, Poss w/Int, Burglary, Gr. Theft, & Fraud (underlying charge must be a result of substance abuse)

MUST BE A BANNOCK COUNTY RESIDENT: YES®
OTHER PENDING CHARGES: YES

~-,

nvUso-p'\

@------------ --

PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS: YES

®------------ -

PRIOR SEXUAL FELONY CONVICTIONS: YES

@----------

CURRENTLY ON ANY PROBATION OR PAROLE: YES

@)_______

PRIOR/PENDING CHARGES OF VIOLENT NATURE: YES

@------

BALANCE OF OUTSTANDING FINES/FEES & COUNTY:_,_@......,__ _ _ _ _ __
e u s T BE A BANNOCK COUNTY RESIDENT WITH BANNOCK COUNTY CHARGES.
2. NO PENDING FELONY CHARGES/HOLDS FROM OTHER INCIDENTS OR JURISDICTIONS.
(MAY BE STAFFED TO DETERMINE FURTHER PROGRAM EUGJBIUTY)

3. MAY HAVE ONLY FOUR PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS W/IN THE LAST 15 YEARS.
(WILL BE EXCLUDED IF PRIOR FELONIES ARE: TRAFFICKING, MANUFACTURING OR DELIVERY OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE)

4. NO PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS OF ANY SEXUAL NATURE.
5. MAY NOT CURRENTLY BE ON ANY PROBATION OR PAROLE.
(MAY BE STAFFED TO DETERMINE FURTHER PROGRAM EUGIBIUTY)

6. NEVER PARTICIPATED IN A PROBLEM SOLVING COURT OTHER THAN JUVENILE.

ELIGIBLE ~L~~;~;~)
The Defendant will not qualify if he/she has biomedical problems unless t h e ~ ~ m crit;;i~, must meet certain mental criteria
also. In order to participate; the Defendant must take and pass the medical, mental health and drug treatment screenings.
rev. 07-12-17
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r

DEFENDANT'S NAME

'JG\ CA) b

s . l<O\ r\dul l j

LEGAL STATUS (KNOWN):
Prior Felonies:. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
__

tior Misdemeanors:

@

NO

1-5

~

6-10 _ _ __

11-more _ _ __

Prior Same As Present: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
__

• Other Pending Charges: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
__
FTA's:. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

__

FTOC's: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

__
ARREST/CHARGE
WARRANTS: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
__
Prob. Viol's:. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
_

_

FTP's: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Bond Jumping Charges/Ptrl. Rel. Revocations: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
_

Prior Violent Related Offences (for Drug Court): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
_
RELEASE RECOMMENDED:

YES

[

INFORMAT ION VERIFIED:

YES

~

coMMENTs :

]

NO
NO

Vl V \}1, Sfvt±t Df-[e rili:v

)>4"
[

FELON Y~

]

PARTIALLY

[

]

ID i VI tJ

~t:e s Miv)Y\Rsa\:vt ces,agfr:t --fbv:: LAfe - self-

COURT SERVICES:

__._l"'--AN~--------

Revised: 7/5/17
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-

- - - - - - - - - - __ .__&4 ...... .., ......, ......'-&'-"" ...

STAT E OF IDAH O, IN AND FOR TIIE COUN TY OF BANN OCK

rra cob S f,ig rd.0-4 I

NAME:

@F

Marita l Status: Married

Phone #

{pt}: 3S'.2 2:qq7

Current Address

e"9

gDO

$

Widowed Separated How long _ __

Messa ge#_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Work#_ _ _ _ _

PRFBENTOFFEN
SE(S)-rrnfn:c¥i~.
!}:;© bG~ C: _!:21.
own buy

~ Divorced

..

_v

,

AA-1

·~

~(J '

_v'vf/\J

7

..,

~<[s'i'<S

How long

5

Y~f

1__5'=-~-...;...;:::;...__..-,,-_ __ __ __ __ __

Mailing Address,_ _

u½

What County do you reside in?

~
f!1!!l.i

Nr

_ _ __

~°'

1"\lf\m

t \ ~ (\ How long Ir tA.J#<JlC L-FR-

C5~·.,___.__~..,..,..."'"'\:.o.t:_·_ _ _ Relationship_ _ ___,
_ _ _ Their phone #__.__ _ __

Who lives with you _ _ _

Prior State & County_ _ ____._Q_.,_§Y\,l__-"-'
_________

_ _ _ _ _ _. How long_____
·i:)- =--- ---

Contact People for verification:

/'1,91l57-M

Name
Name

~

~{)A [{_O v

Retationship

{;Im,_, (:Ati04.AJ

;t10 77feV<.

ot::-

Phone w)J-- J>c)) ~ I

Relationship ~ / ) )L-1,,v1Jli1lf} Phone

1/

fl°= ! l(~ 0 I</<{

Are you currently in school Yes/ ~_Wh _ere_ _ _ _ _ _ _
_· Length._ _ _ _ _Level._ _ _...,....,~ - ,_,,
()'(- • ~ . Q l m ~
J 0 ~
'
5 ~> 1 0U.I:CIJt:V<11
Are you employed
No Date of litre 17 //
Date of termination___ __ Your position 561F - ~/JLP Y fP..
,
...---- -----. ..
(\ v a . J n ~ ~
Employer & Addre ss
~ ~ ~ Supervisor ~f (o ( d-- 70 -S T77X' Phone._ __
Are you currently on Probation/Parole Yes/ ~ Where._ _ _ _ _
_ _ _ _ _ _ PO_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

@

le

:zTT:y evv V

Ever participated in:
Date._ _ _ _ Where

Drug Crt

DUI Crt

&'

Mental Health Crt

Family Treatment Crt

Veterans Crt

Length._ _ _ _ _ _ _ Succes sful/ Unsuccessful

Have you ever been diagnosed with any of the below listed mental illness
disorders: /\Ju
Schizophrenia
schizoaffedive
bipolar
severe mood
psychotic
delusional disorders
Have you ever been a patien t of an inpatie nt psychi atric hospit al Yes
/ ~ Volun tarily/ Involuntarily committed
Date._ _ _ _ _ _ Length._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Where_ _
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

tf
____________

List any medic ations you take or have been prescr ibed for a menta
l illness_ _ _ _
Are you curren tly suicid al Yes /~

Ever attemp t suicide Yes /~ Did you seek medical attenti on Yes
/~

Curre ntly or ever served in the United States Armed Forces Yes/ ~at
Do you curren tly or have you ever had an open case with Child Protec
_ _Felony Drug Crt

DUI Crt

_ _Menta l Health Crt

e_ _ _ _ Discharge papen Y~ / l'@

tive Services Yes /~ Date._ _ _ _ __

_ _Vetera ns Crt

_ _Family Treatment. Crt

Reviled 8/2013

I

.:

•
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ff

a

BANNOCK COUNTY MAGISTRATE/DISTRIC
T COURT
COURT SERVICES PROGRAM EXPLANATIO
N, AGREEMENT & RELEASE
The Cou rt Services Program is intended to
provide an alternative to pre-trial
detention, by releasing defendants in certain
cases according to Constitutional
principles, Jud icia l eligibility requirements,
and community protection. This release
should be eith er on their own recognizance·
or to the Cou rt Services Program for
supervision, until final disposition is entered
in the case.
A Cou rt Services Officer will interview all def
endants as soon as possible after
the y are boo ked into the jail. The y can cho
ose tQ post bond (if one is set) or to wait in
jail for the ir arraignment, which would.still occ
ur within the time limi_ts prescribed by law.
I voluntarily authorize the Cou rt Services Progra
m to release the information
contained within (criminal records, personal
backgrounds, etc) to the courts and
attorneys assigned by case. I also authorize
the Court Services Program to contact
the peo ple named in the attached Interview
Record and to make any and all inquiries
and investigation for obtaining information use
ful to the court in establishing my
eligibility for being released on my own reco
gnizance, aid in proper supervision and to
establish my eligibility for various Diversiona
ry programs.
Fur the r I authorize the Cou rt Services Progra
m to release and/or obtain
information to/from any Treatment Center or
Diversion Cou rt Program to aid in
establishing eligibility for own recognizance
or Diversionary programs and to aid in
pro per supervision if placed on Cou rt Service
s release.

I

Def end ant 's Name (Print)

igg at~ ..
t-<

"~JI

D - Cho se not to participate in interview.

i

1:1,
·-/

i

D - Not given opportunity to be interviewed
because

"r} Declined to fill out Public Defender form.

-~

,; !

__,
V)

~
I

U1

~

. · · ·.

~ Will hire pri v~ co :S~ ?

D - Pub lic Def end er form completed and atta
ched.

Cou rt Services

q Is/ It

Date:
Revised 3/07/12
. I

I

:

I

I. '

:,

i\1,1 I Iii\ i

II
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Filed:12/03/2018 13:34:20
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO vs.

JA.c.ot!J

{,ArJ/)AL,L

CaseNo.C-g'JO/

~ ~"5 5n: l:-L.E A✓/JAl ~
lo/74 ,a(.:y..1/>5cY Av f 5>,vj /JAiJ(!

7-JC7~ )&-f€

True Legal Name:
Address:

,,UV' ~ q 0

~~+----P-,,____,·~~~~

a,imum
7

Possible Penalty)

{'ff.? /Jµ/)
115°', ttJrJ --

STATEMENT OF RIGHTS & EXPLANATION OF WAIVERS BY PLEA OF GUILTY
(PLEASE INITIAL EACH RESPONSE)

1. You have the right to remain silent. You do not have to say anything about the crime(s) you
are accused of committing. If you elected to have a trial, the state could not call you as a
witness or ask you any questions. However, anything you do say can be used as evidence
against you in court.

I understand that by plea-.:.;.=d~·_._ guilty I am waiving or giving up my right to remain silent
(Initials).
before and during trial.c_
2. The waiver of your right to remain silent only applies to your plea of guilty to the crime(s) in
this case. Even after pleading guilty, you will still have the right to refuse to answer any
question or to provide any information that might tend to show you committed some other
crime(s). You can also refuse to answer or provide any information that might tend to
increase the punishment for the crime(s) to which you are pleading guilty.
I understand that by pleading guilty to the crime(s) in this case, I still have the right to remain
silent with respect to any other crime(s) and wit respect to answering questions or providing
.. ____.,.....__ (Initials).
information that may increase my sentence ..::::-~.£-

3. You are presumed to be innocent. You would be found guilty if: 1) you plead guilty in front
of the judge, or 2) you are found guilty at a jury trial.
I understand that by pleading guilty I am waiving or giving up my right to be presumed
(Initials).
innocent.

9f;

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)

Page I
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4. You have the right to a speedy and public jury trial. A jury trial is a court hearing to
determine whether you are guilty or not guilty of the charge(s) brought against you. In a
jury trial, you have the right to present evidence in your defense and to testify in your own
defense. The state must convince each and every juror of your guilt beyond a reasonable
doubt.

I understand that bJ.-"'r'-:::eading guilty I am waiving or giving up my right to a speedy and
(Initials).
public jury trial.

5. You have the right to confront the witnesses against you. This occurs during a jury trial
where the state must prove its case by calling witnesses to testify under oath in front of you,
the jury, and your attorney. Your attorney could then cross-examine (question) each witness.
You could also call your own witnesses of your choosing to testify concerning your guilt or
innocence. If you do not have the funds to bring those witnesses to court, the state will pay
the cost of bringing your witnesses to court.
I understand that by pleading guilty I am waiving or giving up my right to confr. . . . .&...,...the
witnesses against me, and present witnesses and evidence in my defense.
(Initials).

6. The State has the burden of proving you guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.
I understand that by pleading gui
guilt beyond a reasonable doub~.

--.1

m waiving my right to require the State to prove my
~ (Initials)

7. I understand that by pleading guilty I am waiving or giving up any and all rights I have as a
defendant in a criminal case, under the Constitution of the United~tes and the Constitution
of the State of Idaho, whether listed in this form or not. - - ~ ~ - (Initials).
QUESTIONS REGARDING PLEA

Please answer every question. If you do not understand a question,
consult your attorney before answering.
PLEASE CIRCLE ONE

1. Do you read and write the English language?
If NO, have you been provided with an interpreter to help you
fill out this form?
2. What was the highest grade in school that you completed?

@)

NO

YES

NO

&f-: .

a) If you did not complete high school, have you received either a general education diploma
(GED) or high school equivalency (HSE) diploma?

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)

YES

NO
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3. Have you ever been diagnosed with and/or counseled or treated for a mental illness, ~ s e
or disorder?
YES ~
a) If so, what was the diagnosis and when was it made? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

b) Are you currently under the care of a mental health professional?

YES

c) Are you currently taking medication for mental health issues?

YES

d) If so, what is the medication you are currently taking? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4. In the 24 hours prior to filling out this questionnaire, have you taken any med~s,
whether prescribed or not, drugs, or alcoholic beverages?
YES ~
a) If YES, what have you taken? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
b) Because of any medications, drugs or alcohol you have taken that are listed above, are you
UNABLE to understand the questions in this questionnaire and/or correctly
answer them?
YES NO
c) Are you currently addicted to any drug, including alcohol?

YES@)

5. Is there any reason that you would be unable to make an informed and voluntary decisi9n to
plead guilty in this case?
YES ~
a) If Yes, what is the reason you cannot make an informed and voluntary decision to plead
guilty? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
b) Are you having any difficulty in understanding what you are doing by filling out this

~

ns@

6. Is your guilty plea the result of a plea agreement?
a) If YES, what do you understand the terms of the

-

-,. rz · . I ~ ~

~

NO
eeme t to be?

Ll

b) Is this a North Carolina v. Alford plea?
YES (NJi)
c) If you are entering an Alford Plea, do you understand that the Court will consider you just
as guilty as if you entered a non-Alford plea?
YES NO

7. There are two types of plea agreements. Please initial the ONE paragraph below which
describes the type of plea agreement you are entering into:
a) I understand that my plea agreement is a binding plea agreement. This means that if the
parties, I will be
district court does not impose the specific sentence as recommend
allowed to withdraw my plea of guilty and proceed to a jury trial. ...::.-~~,--- (Initials).
b) I understand that my plea agreement is a non-binding plea agreement. This means that
the court is not bound by the agreement or any sentencing recommendations, and may
impose any sentence authorized by law, including the maximum sentence stated above,
which can be imposed without the possibility of probation and/or parole. Because the court is

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)
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not bound by the agreement, if the district court~11FVJses not to follow the agreement, I will
(Initials).
not have the right to withdraw my guilty plea.
YES ~
8. Are you pleading guilty to more than one crime?
a) If YES, do you understand that your sentences for the crimes could be served either
YES NO
concurrently (at the same time) or consecutively (one after the other)?
9. Is this a conditional guilty plea, meaning you are reserving your right to appe
issues or decisions?
a) lfYES hat ·ssue/J,e ou reservbg

re-trial
NO

10. Have you waived or given up your right to appeal your judgment of conviction and~~~YES
as part of your plea agreement?
11. Has anyone (including any law enforcement officer) threatened you or done a
YE
make you enter this plea against your will?
a) If YES, who made such a threat and how was it made? ---------~: :::...--::-.- 7'-12. Has any person promised you that you will receive any special sentence, reward, favorable
YES
treatment, or leniency with regard to the plea you are about to enter?
a) If YES, what are those promises and who made them? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

@

13. Have you been represented by an attorney at all stages of these proceedings? ~ N O
YES NO
a) Have you had sufficient time to discuss your case with your attorney?
b) Have you told your attorney everything you know about the crime, includin~
~ NO
any witnesses you know that would show your innocence?
c) Have you fully discussed all the facts and circumstances surrounding thQ1~ith your
YES NO
attorney?
d) Has your attorney discussed with you the nature of the charges against you, the elements
of the crime you have been charged with, any evidence provided by the prosecutor in your
case, any possible defenses you may have to the charges, and the consequences of pleading
, NO
guilty?
~~ NO
e) Has your attorney discussed your Constitutional and Civil rights?
YES NO
f) Are you fully satisfied with the representation of your attorney?
If not, please state why you are dissatisfied.
i)

g) Is there anything you requested your attorney to do that has not been done, includin~g
YES
any motions or other requests in this case?
If YES, please explain. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)
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h) To the best of your knowledge, has your attorney discussed with you all P----osed plea
NO
E
agreements offered by the prosecuting attorney?
(Missouri v. Frye, 132 S.Ct. 1399)
i) Do you want your attorney to take any further action in this case?

14. Do you understand that by pleading guilty you will waive or give up any defenses, both
factual and legal, that you believe you may have in this case?

C]J:s

NO

<'.YES

NO

15. Do you claim any violation of your Constitutional or Civil~?
a) If YES, what rights do you claim have been violated? ~ 6/al~(i,-,

5tJfPW$Z<J A)

4tff;)'IL

16. Do you understand that if you enter an unconditional guilty plea in this case you will not be
able to challenge any rulings that came before the guilty plea including: 1) any searches or
seizures that occurred in your case, 2) any issues concerning the method or manner of your
~
arrest, and 3) any issues about any statements you may have made to law
~ NO
enforcement?
17. Do you understand that when you plead guilty, you are admitting the truth o f ~ and every
NO
~
allegation contained in the charge(s) to which you plead guilty?
YES Ge,)
18. Are you currently on probation or parole?
a) If so, do you understand that a plea of guilty in this case could be the basis of a vi'oration
YES NO
of that probation or parole?
19. Are you aware that if you are not a citizen of the United States, the entry of a plea or making
of factual admissions could have consequences of deportation or removal, loss of permanent
legal status, inability to obtain legal status in the United States, or denial of an;:~~ ication for
YES NO
United States citizenship?
a) If you are not a citizen of the United States, have you talked to your atto ey about the
impact of your guilty plea on deportation, on your legal status in the United States and on
obtaining United States citizenship? (Padilla v. Kentucky, 130 S.Ct. 1473 (2010))
YES NO
20. Does the crime to which you will plead guilty require you to register as a sex offenderk
YES e9,:
(See I.C. § 18-8304)
a) Has your attorney advised you that if the Court orders a psychosexual evaluation for
purposes of sentencing, you have a right to not answer questions in that evaluation?
YES NO
(Estrada v. State, 143 Idaho 558, 149 P.3d 833).
21. Are you aware that if you plead guilty you may be required to pay restitution ~!ctims in
~ NO
this case? (See I.C. § 19-5304)
a) Have you agreed to pay restitution to any other party as a condition of yo~a
YES ~()/
agreement?
1) If YES, how much must you pay and to whom? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

b) If the amount of restitution has not been agreed upon, do you understand that you cannot
withdraw your guilty plea even if the restitution amount is determined to be higher than you
YES NO
thought it might be or should be?
----

-----

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)

-

--
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22. Is there a mandatory driver's license suspension as a result of a guilty plea in this easel_~
YES~
a) If YES, for how long must your license be suspended? _ _ _ _ __
23. Are you pleading guilty to a crime for which a mandatory domestic violence, substance
abuse, or psychosexual evaluation is required? (I.C. §§ 18-918(7)(a),-8005(9),-8317) ~
YES

@_q)

costs of
24. Are you pleading guilty to a crime for which you may be required to pa /
ES NO
prosecution and investigation? (I.C. § 37-2732A(k)), (I.C.R. 33(d)(2))
a) If so, have you and the State agreed upon the amount of this reimbursemen .
YES NO
If you have, what is the amount? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
i)
25. Do you understand that by pleading guilty to a felony, you run the risk that if_ u have new
felony charges in the future, you could be charged as a persistent violator? -- YES NO
a) Do you understand that if you are convicted as a persistent violator, the sen ence in the
~ NO
new case could be life imprisonment?
26. Do you understand that you will be required to submit a DNA sample and th~rint to the
~ NO
State of Idaho? (I.C. § 19-5506).
27. Are you pleading guilty to a crime for which the court could impose a fine for a c~~of
violence ofup to $5,000, payable to the victim of the crime? {I.C. § 19-5307) YES ~

28. Do you understand that if you plead guilty to a felony, during the period of your sentence,
you will lose the following rights:
z7"' NO
a) Your right to vote in Idaho? {ID. CONST. art. 6, § 3)
4
NO
'"'><:::S-~
b) Your right to hold public office in Idaho? {ID. CONST. art. 6, § 3)
~~~ NO
c) Your right to perform jury service in Idaho? (ID. CONST. art. 6, § 3)
NO
d) Your right to purchase, possess, or carry firearms? (I.C. § 18-310)
29. Do you understand that no one, including your attorney, can force you to ple~.ty in this
~§,) NO
case?
~.

30. Are you entering your plea freely and voluntarily?

~~) NO

31. Are you pleading guilty because you did commit the acts alleged in the information or
NO
indictment?

@

32. If you were provided with an interpreter to help you fill out this form, have you had any
YES NO
trouble understanding your interpreter?
33. Have you had any trouble answering any of the questions in this form which you c ~ o t
YES ~
resolve by discussing the issue with your attorney?

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)
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34. Were you able to ask your attorney any questions you had about any questioµsin this form
~ NO
that you did not understand?
IF YOUR GUILTY PLEA WAS REACHED AS A RESULT OF CRIMINAL
MEDIATION YOU NEED TO ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:

35. Did you voluntarily enter mediation?
36. Were you satisfied with how the mediation was conducted?
37. Did anyone force you, or coerce you, to enter into the plea agreement
in the mediation?

YES
YES

NO
NO

YES

NO

I have answered the questions on pages 1-7 of this Guilty Plea Advisory form truthfully,
correctly, and of my own free will. I understand all of the questions and answers herein,
have discussed each question and answer with my attorney, and have completed this form
freely and voluntarily. Furthermore, no one has threatened me to do so.
·'frf
Dated this]
day of )J a,J (YJ.. 5£'R:. , 20

b

I hereby ackn
with

.1J

ge that I have discussed, in detail, the foregoing questions and answers

D FENDANT'SATTORNEY

GUILTY PLEA QUESTIONNAIRE (6/15/15)
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r
Filed:12/03/2018 13:34:03
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri CASE NUMBER:dJ,a

CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT-FACE SHEET ONLY
PLACE IN SEALED ENVELOPE MARKED CONFIDENTIAL

PSI Face Sheet:
Fill Out the Entire Form
Toda s Date: /

Name:

---~-

_j ,1to

(>

1~ jtl--/(1; f fl

'l- j

~,')ALL-

__
~i- ·,i_l1_AJ
'<r!)_,
Place of Birth:_f_~_·N_(_tJ_Jti~Pt~
1

Gender: ~ale □ Female
Race (check all that apply): lifcaucasian □ Pacific Islander □Alaska Native □ Black/African American

□ Native Hawaiian □Americahl'ndian □Asian □Other □ Unknown

Ethnicity (check ONE from the following): ~ot Spanish/Hispanic/Lat ino/Mexican □ Mexican
□ Spanish/Hispanic Latino

□ Puerto Rican

□ Cuban

□ Hispanic-specific origin not specified

□ Chicano/Other

Hispanic □ Unknown

Military Status: □ Active Duty □ Veteran

□

Never in Military □ Military Dependent

E-mail:

Dt:J::;r:f?C-:ITµy}bQ @l~i-- Ce,~

Address:

Ico l-{

Dm PS n A..J{ 5i,J

/JA ,J (11c rf

City:

___--Cell Pho-;;;:
Home Phone: _ _ _ _ _ _A-

State:

,A,{.-0

ZIP:

<J;? I{)

(p!,'t ·- 3r-z -J ~lq7

~ ·

Work Phone:

------- ---

Other Contact Information or Phone
Number:

------- ------- ------- ------- -----

Name & Phone Number of nearest relative:
Employer
Name/Phone/Addre ss:

~(j&~OAl'J '/'

/:

L-OJ..)ri2«t01<

Immediately report to the /DOC District Office to schedule the Pre-Sentence Interview and
Evaluations. Please have your Pre-sentence Investigation Personal History Questionnaire filled
out com letel for interview.

Page 146

ORIGINAL
Filed:12/03/2018 13:34:32
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri

STEPHEN F. HERZOG
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTOR
P.O. BOXP
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205
Telephone: (208) 236-7280

JANIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,
vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE
'lrltAMENDED'lrlt
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S
INFORMATION

STEPHEN F. HERZOG, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for Bannock County,
State of Idaho, who, in the name and by the authority of said State prosecutes in its
behalf, in proper person comes into said District Court in the County of Bannock, State of
Idaho, on the _ _ day of December, 2018, and gives the Court to understand and be
informed that JACOB STEELE RANDALL is accused by this information of the crime of
TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code § 37-2732B(a)(1 )(B), (punishable by a
MANDATORY MINIMUM of 3 years and $10,000.00), committed as follows, to-wit:

That the said JACOB STEELE RANDALL, in the County of Bannock, State
of Idaho, on or about the 3RD day of September, 2017, did knowingly possess and bring
into this state (5) pounds or more, but less than twenty-five (25) pounds of Marijuana.

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S INFORMATION Page 1
Page 147

All of which is contrary to the form of the statute in such case in said State made
and provided and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho.

rosecuting Attorney
Bannock County, Idaho

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S INFORMATION Page 2
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Filed:12/04/2018 15:32:04
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

Case No. CR-2017-10456

State of Idaho
vs.
Jacob S Randall

Order for Presentence Investigation (PSI)
Report

CHARGES:
Count
1

Statute I.C.§

Charge Desc

I37-2732B(a)(1 )(B)

Drug-Trafficking in Marijuana (5 lbs or More but Less Than
25 lbs or Consists of 50 to 99 Plants)

On December 03, 2018, a Presentence Investigation report was ordered by the Honorable
Robert C. Naftz to be completed for court appearance on February 11, 2019 at 09:00 AM.

D
D
D

All behavioral health assessments waived by the court
Mental health examination only waived
Waiver under Idaho Code§ 19-2524(2)(e) allowing assessment and treatment services by
the same person or facility

□ Updated PSI

D

Request for copy of PSl(s) from Bannock County
Case number(s): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

D

File Review-Area of emphasis to Presentence Investigator:

Other non-§ 19-2524 evaluations/examinations ordered for use with the PSI:

D

Sex Offender

D

PLEA AGREEMENT:

D

WHJ/JOC

D

Domestic Violence

D

Other: . Evaluator:

State recommendation

Probation

D

PD Reimb.

D

Fine

D

ACJ

D

Restitution

D

Other:

Order for Presentence Investigation (06.26.18)
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Defense Counsel: Jason Michael Brown
Prosecutor:

Ja Niece Price

The Defendant is in custody:

~ NO

The Defendant needs an interpreter?

~ NO

D YES (where?):
D YES (language?)

C.
Date: 12/04/2018
Robert C. Naftz
Judge
Signed: 12/4/2018 10:50 AM

Order for Presentence Investigation (06.26.18)

2
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Filed:12/04/2018 15:33:37
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,
Case No: CR-2017-0010456-FE
vs.
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER

JACOB S RANDALL,
Defendant.
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 3rd day of December, 2018,
with his counsel, Jason Brown and Ryan Pacyga, appearing as counsel Pro Hae Vice, for
further proceedings.

Jonathan Radford, Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney,

appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter.
At the outset, Mr. Radford outlined the oral agreement reached between the
parties. Mr. Pacyga informed the Court that the Defendant reserves the right to appeal the
Court's decision denying the motion to suppress.
The Court took a brief recess at 9:59 a.m. to have an Amended Prosecuting
Attorney's Information prepared.
The Court reconvened at 10: 15 a.m.
Next, the State moved to file an Amended Prosecuting Attorney's Information,

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 1 of 3
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charging the Defendant with TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Code §372732B{a){1 ){B). The Court GRANTED the motion and the Information was filed.
Thereafter, when asked by the Court, the Defendant entered a plea of GUILTY to
the charge of TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Codes §37-2732B{a){1 ){B) and
submitted his signed and completed Questionnaire to the Court. Following questioning by
the Court, the Defendant's plea was accepted as being voluntarily and knowingly given.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the SENTENCING in this matter be and the same
is hereby set for MONDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2019 AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M. at the
Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho before the undersigned Judge.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the DUE DATE for the pre-sentence investigation
report shall be FEBRUARY 4, 2019 BY NO LATER THAN 5:00 P.M. WITH COPIES
DELIVERED TO THE COURT AND COUNSEL BY SAID DATE.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendant's BOND PREVIOUSLY POSTED
in this matter be and the same is hereby CONTINUED under the same terms and
conditions previously imposed by the Court, with the added term and condition:
1. You must comply fully with the preparation of the presentence
investigation report.
DATED this _4_th_ _ day of December, 2018.

~ C. ~
ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
Signed: 12/4/2018 10:51 AM

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 2 of 3
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 5th day of December, 2018, I served a true and
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the
manner indicated.
Bannock County Prosecutor

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
D Fax: 236-7288

Jason Brown

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
D Fax:

Ryan Pacyga

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
D Fax:

Probation & Parole

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box
D Fax: 237-2624

Robert Poleki
CLERK OF THE COURT

By:

'Kitt"~

Deputy Clerk

Case No. CR-2017-0010456-FE
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER
Page 3 of 3
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OFFICE OF THE PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
BANNOCK COUNTY
STATE OF IDAHO

STEPHEN F. HERZOG

Electronically Filed
12/14/2018 2:48 PM
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Robert Poleki, Clerk of the Court
By: Kara Ball, Deputy Clerk

BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE
POST OFFICE BOX P
POCATELLO, ID 83205-0050

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

ZACHARY G. PARRIS
CHIEF DEPUTY

(208) 236-7280
FAX (208) 236-7288
Email: sherzog@bannockCounrtus

JaNIECE PRICE
ASSISTANT CHIEF DEPUTY

TAMELA MANHART

IAN N. SERVICE

VICTIM/WITNESS COORDINATOR

CIVIL DEPUTY

December 12, 2018

JUDGE ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
Bannock County Courthouse
Pocatello, Idaho 83205
Re:

State vs. JACOB STEELE RANDALL
Case No: CR-2017-10456-FE

Dear Judge Naftz:
Please refer to the above-cited case with particular reference to restitution. The
State would request that the Court order $3,520.00 per the attached explanation and be
paid to:
Forensic Services
700South Stratford Drive Ste. 125
Meridian, Idaho 83642-6202

$2,500.00

Bannock County Prosecutor's Office
P.O. Box P
Pocatello, ID 83205

$1,020.00

We request that restitution be ordered at this time regardless of the defendant's
sentence.

Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
cc:

Jeremy Brown/Ryan Pacyga
Probation & Parole
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I Laboratory Case Number: P2017-2018

I Report No.:

1

Idaho State Police
Drug Restitution
As provided in Idaho Code 37-2732(k), the Idaho State Police requests restitution from the
defendant, JACOB STEELE RANDALL in the amount of $2500 in association with
Laboratory Case No. P2017-2018. This amount is based upon the testing of the sample(s)
submitted to this laboratory. The amount requested reflects a portion of the cost incurred to the
laboratory during the analysis of drug evidence.

I Test

I Controlled Substance Analysis (25 sample(s) (a), $100 ea.)

Cost
$2500

Please present this restitution request form and a copy of the laboratory rep01t to the comt at the
time of sentencing.
Please make checks payable to:

Forensic Services
700 South Stratford
Meridian, Idaho 83642-6202

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
Sincerely,

'fiadJ~
Rachel Cutler
Pocatello Laboratory Manager
Forensic Services

Page 3 of3
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
P.O. BOX P
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205
Telephone: (208) 236-7280

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,
vs.
JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456-FE
AFFIDAVIT FOR
RESTITUTION REQUEST

COMES NOW JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney and
submits the following Time Sheet for Restitution Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 372732(k). The Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney's Office seeks restitution for actually
incurred attorney time in the above-entitled case as follows, and at the locally accepted
rate of $75.00 per hour:
Review and make filing decision.
Preliminary hearings x 4 (3 Continuances then Contested).

~

Law & Motion Prep & Arraignment hearing

__
.1

Prep, Motion to Suppress & Brief Research & Draft.

Jj_j)

Pretrial Conferences x 3

__
.5

Change of Plea hearing.

_.1

Sentencing.

____A,

Total time:

13.6

RESTITUTION REQUEST-I
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Total Restitution Request:
$1,020.00
I, JaNiece Price, Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, for Bannock County
hereby certify and swear the above itemized entries are accurate and correct reflections of
the tasks performed and/or expenditures incurred and include the time spent to perform
those actions in prosecuting a case of this nature, specifically this case, and that such
tasks were performed at the locally accepted rate of $75.00 per hour by the Bannock
County Prosecuting Attorney's Office. ~Weaver, St. v. Rinehart, St. v. Cunningham, St. v. Kelley).
DATED and duly sworn this

j3_ day of

cember, 2 ~

Assist n Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
STATE OF IDAHO

)

COUNTY OF BANNOCK

)s .
)

\

On this \
day of December, 2018, before me, a Notary Public in and for said State
personally appeared: JaNIECE PRICE, known or proven to me to be the person whose
name is subscribed to the within and foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that
she executed the same.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal, the day
and year in this certificate first above written.
~
,,

ASHLEY SIMONS
COMMISSION NO. 48731
NOTARY PUBLIC

i..""''"'"' '~S:!!TA:_:,J;,E~0:;_Fl;,:;;D;A:,;,HO;;..,.-..a

NO ARY PUBIQ _OR IDAHO
0(.L,i;i\-c I ',;_i ,
Residing at:
Commission Expires:
\ LI VJ 1

CERTIFICATE OF DE~~RY
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this

/

8 day of December, 2018, a true and

correct copy of the foregoing RESTITUTION REQUEST was delivered to the following:
RYAN PACYGA
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
333 S. SEVENTH ST. STE 2850
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55402

[] mail postage prepaid
[] hand delivery
lN:Jacsimile
~D

. ~--

rL

maftcri L

RESTITUTION REQUEST -2
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Filed:02/11/2019 10:20:20
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Jason Dixon, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

STATE OF IDAHO
Plaintiff,

Case No. CR-2017-10456-FE
Custody Order to Sheriff
Event Code:

V.

GOSH

JACOB S RANDALL
2302 PIERCE ST NE
MINNEAPOLIS MN 55413
Defendant.

TO THE SHERIFF OF BANNOCK COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO:
You are ordered to TAKE INTO YOUR CUSTODY the Defendant and keep him/her in your
custody for the following reason:
Count

Statute

Description

Disposition

I37-2732B(a)(1 )(B)

Drug-Trafficking in Marijuana (5 lbs
or More but Less Than 25 lbs or
Consists of 50 to 99 Plants)

Guilty

D Defendant has been sentenced to County incarceration (_ _days in Bannock County Jail).
IZ] Defendant has been sentenced to I.D.O.C.
D Retained Jurisdiction.

(Z yrs= J yrs

FIXED+ 1 yrs INDETERMINATE).

D Defendant's probation has been revoked.
D Defendant's Bond/ROR has been revoked.
D Bond set at $_ _ .
□ NO BOND.

D Bond increased to $_ _ .
D Bond reduced to $_ _ .
D Defendant to be kept in custody.

Defendant's custody status to be determined by _ _ .

□ YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO KEEP THE DEFENDANT IN THE BANNOCK COUNTY
JAIL UNTIL

D You are hereby ordered to RELEASE Defendant from your custody for the
following reason:

D Defendant is released on his/her own recognizance.
D The above case is dismissed against this Defendant.
D Defendant has been sentenced and has served all of his/her custody time.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
Dated: 02/11/2019

Custody Order to Sheriff - D-CR (OR40) 5.6.14

s/ROBERT C. NAFTZ
Robert C. Naftz
Judge

Page 1 of 1
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Filed: February 11, 2019 at 1:44 PM.
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
By:

Ke-vv Povey

Deputy Clerk

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK
State of Idaho
vs.
Jacob S Randall

Case No. CR-2017-10456

JUDGE: Naftz, Robert C.

DATE: February 11, 2019

CLERK: Keri Povey

LOCATION: Courtroom 300

HEARING TYPE: Sentencing

COURT REPORTER: Stephanie Davis

Court Minutes

Parties Present:

State of Idaho

Attorney:

Ashley Graham

Jacob S Randall

Attorney:

Jason Michael Brown & Ryan Pacyga

Hearing Start Time: 10:04 AM
Journal Entries:

PSI corrections
10:08 - Ms. Graham recommendations
10:08 - Mr. Pacyga recommendations
10: 13 - Defendant statement to the Court
10:17 - Appeal rights
10:18 - SENTENCE: 3 yrs fixed, 4 yrs indeterminate, $10,000 fine, court costs, $2,500 to
Forensic Services, $340 for costs of prosecution, credit for 2 days served.
Hearing End Time: 10:20 AM

Exhibits:

COURT MINUTES (Criminal)
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Filed:02/13/2019 12:31 :03
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Jason Dixon, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff,

Case No: CR-2017-10456

vs.

MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER

JACOB S RANDALL,

JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION

Defendant.
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 11 th day of February, 2019,
with his counsel, Jason Brown and Ryan Pacyga, appearing as counsel Pro Hae Vice, for
sentencing. Ashley Graham, Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on
behalf of the State of Idaho. Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter.
On December 3, 2018, the Defendant entered a plea of GUilTY to the charge of
TRAFFICKING IN MARIJUANA, Idaho Codes §37-2732B{a){1){B).

A pre-sentence investigation report was received and reviewed by the Court. The
Court received corrections and objections to the report from Defendant's counsel. The
Court heard comments and recommendations from respective counsel and a statement
from the Defendant.
The Defendant was asked by the Court if he had any legal cause to show why
judgment should not be pronounced against him, and none was shown.
Therefore:
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND COMMITMENT ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Idaho Code §19-2513, the Defendant shall
Case No. CR-2017-10456
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER - JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION
Page 1 of 4
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be sentenced to the custody of the Idaho Department of Corrections for a UNIFIED TERM
OF SEVEN (7) YEARS OF WHICH THREE (3) YEARS ARE FIXED AND A
SUBSEQUENT INDETERMINATE TERM OF FOUR (4) YEARS.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendant shall be given credit for two (2)
days served in the Bannock County Jail on this charge.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant pay the following:
~

Statutory Court Costs in the amount of $285.50.

~

For the payment of restitution to the victim in this matter. The total amount
of restitution due is $2,840.00. The name and address of each victim with
the amount due each is as follows:
Forensic Services $2,500.00.
Bannock County Prosecutor's Office $340.00.

~

You shall pay a fine in the amount of $10,000.00.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that payments be suspended until the Defendant is out
on parole. The Defendant will need to contact Judicial Enforcement to make payment
arrangements.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendant is REMANDED to the custody of
the Bannock County Sheriff to be delivered to the custody of the Idaho Department of
Corrections, consistent with this Judgment.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any surety, cash, or property bond posted, if any,
is hereby EXONERATED.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to I.C.R. 32(h)(1 ), that the presentence
report is sealed, except that a copy is to be made available to the Idaho Department of
Corrections.
Case No. CR-2017-10456
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER - JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION
Page 2 of 4
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Defendant was advised of his right to appeal, that said appeal must be filed with the
Idaho Supreme Court no later than 42 days from the date sentence is imposed, and that a
person who is unable to pay the costs of an appeal has the right to apply for leave to
appeal in forma pauperis.
DATED this 13th day of February, 2019.

~C.

f¼

ROBERT C. NAFTZ
District Judge
Signed: 2/13/2019 12:00 PM

Case No. CR-2017-10456
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER - JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION
Page 3 of 4

Page 162

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 13th day of February, 2019, I served a true and
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the
manner indicated.
Bannock County Prosecutor

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Courthouse Box

Jason Brown

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Fax:

Ryan Pacyga

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Fax:

Probation & Parole

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Fax: 237-2624

Idaho State Police - BCI

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Fax:

IDOC - Records Administrator

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Fax:

Judicial Enforcement

□ U.S. Mail
~ E-Mail
D Hand Deliver

Jason Dixon
CLERK OF THE COURT

By:

..M!._! l1/V~
Vunn'UA

Signed: 2/13/201912:31 PM

Deputy Clerk

Case No. CR-2017-10456
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER - JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION
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03/20/2019 4:05PM

FAX

lti000l/0005

Jefferson County Jail

2087450718

,--tft

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE _ _U_ _---'--_ _ JUDICIAL DIS1RICT
OF TI-IE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TIIE COUNTY OF

(J""
Mg3

SrecJE ~AL.L •
Appellant;

vs.

)

1,µ .,00 lb<.

)
)

CaseNo.G(?.-J..()}7-/0'-l~-ft

l
J

NOTI<1E.OP APPEAL

)
)
)

Respondent.

)

TO: 1lIB ABOVE RESPONDENTS,
AND THE PARTY'S ATTQRNEYS.

~~ S,_a].£_ ~ L L . __ . . .
~::ti? _ _ 6ifF_ If: __ f,b@:vtffAJd(

.
ANDTH'.8 CLERKOFTHEABOVB ~ I >
---------COURT:
.
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT

TheabovenamedAppellant(s)

~(3

$TEGl£ ~

a.ppeal(s) against the above:.namdd respondent(:s) to the Idaho 'Sttpteme-Cotirt from (the final

judgment or oi;dei;-(desen'beitl

THE

,AWTJ::()N

€V>-,:J ~ ce:

TD 11-ff~ L
. ·F.oR.. TJt6: .Si.4¥/?eSS:roAJ

:C:

LJIVJT

ar-

iJ&:C:T">IoAJ,

Y______,,

entered in the above-entitled action (proceeding) on the ~y-of-.t1A-_............

20Jj, HonorableJudge _ _
/J_A-_f_7~?__________ presiding.
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2. That the party has a right to appeal to the Idaho Suptel'ne Court andthe~ent ororders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders under and pursuant~ Rule

Z

[e.g. (ll(c){l)). or (12(a))] I.A.R.

3. A preHndtJary statement of the issues on appeal which the app.ellant then intends to
as~ in the apPeal; pwvkled, aay such list of issues en appeal shall not prevent-the appellant
from asserting other issues on appeal.

::,::. 15&~€ ;r

st?tre: 77?o,Ad<..
tfE ta-iJ AJtJT
7/?or)P(:1<
M(-C(V I

WA$

Tlf;+-r

/12~1)

11

11

tlY

/Jv~im ,A/le atld

7)/e"

)}J.D

tfAvc· fRO!U5/.C 91 US'~ _TO

2t)t-Tct)

T>/.A1

'r

L(){)kc1J SV.Sh:ra:rJu$ •t

~5etJ _/:f:pvl A5 fl€: t<J,45 f?A,'ckdj
Ji') ]JfC- /f.!1e1.).:D<lA.J_ ON Tl/:c ..I)..)~7it7T /4A)fJ
7JfE 7l?oiJPeR lfJivp:·,re-1) !tC AJ~vd( l}T7c//!/!!clj
7D ~ - Vt~ ,:PCk~1 Folc T#~ · 8J;:I:;J~~
\)::CoJLt?J::tJAJ VtlrC It;:: fcJ L-LElJ ~ oV<dc- Ft'K, 1lte
T@i)PdL. Aiko IJtM:FT[i!VJ ])f1T . It!-. c,Jl!S l'."aAlAVc~
A /Jr?u&- INv~r;rGt7:PJN ..:.T;vw16>Av,1ccl ,J/JoJJ tVi.L:D-¥ Mc r;'1!~.
4.

A)()

(a)

ls a reporter's transcript requested?

(b)

The appellant requests the preparation ofthe following pc1rtions of the

rq,orter'Uranscript:
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la! 0003/0005

The entire reporter•s standard tt'an$ctipt d-defined mJlule 2S{a)~ I.AA.

D The entire. reporter's transcript supplemented by the following:
□

Voir Dire examination of jury

o

Closin,g argumems· of counsel

D The followingreporter's_partial transcript: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

D The testimony ofwitness(es) _________________

o Confeyences on requested: ii:lstiuetions
D Instructions verbally given by court
5.

The appellant requests the following documents to be included in the clerk's record in

addition to those automatically included under Rule 28, [.A.R

0 All. TP.n•_
.....-._.....:a __
d :'.yefi 'l'lrv_;,:"'."-·ctions
.. .,.,_~-~I,!
CLµU .e,-c . . J-·,l ~q,_UI
m_

o The deposition of: - - - - - - - - - - - " - - - - - - - - - - - - -

D Plaintiff's motion foroontinuan~e,oftrial

6.

I~

..

(a)

That a copy of thls notice of appeal has been served on th~ reporter.

. . ~J.jJL..1: •.

(b)(1) D That the clerk of the district court or amninistrative agency has been paid the -

estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript,

NOTICE OF APPEAL- 3
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(2) D That the a~llant
is exempt from paying
•· . the esfuna.tea
r.r
.. . . . transeri~
. . . ·. :r fee~.
. ·..... . e

(c)(l) □ That $e e.,thpated fee:forprepara:tlun Qf tbe clerk or· agency's record has been
paid.
(2) D That the appellant is exempt from paying the estimated fee for the preparation
of the record because

------------------------

(d)(l) D That the appellate tiling'f«bas been paid.

f (2)
(e)

121' That appellate is exempt from paying the appellate filing fee

because_

:r;µ...JCA-12~~1!1.J
·~-· · . :/'

That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Rule NO JFJ~

20, and the attorney gen,eral ofI~o-~tJp Section 67-1-401(1), Idaho Code..

DATED nns J.iday0f

/ll~t-f

,.2,oJ!}_.
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STATB OF IDAHO

Jefferson County Jail

(tl0005/0005

)

.) ss

County of _ _ _ _ _ )

Jµ~,B 5Tel!f.€ ~ l.

, being sworn, deposes and says:

That the party is the appellant in the above-entitled appeal and that all state:ments mflrls

notice of apJIC8l an,tnu, am!~ lo

tt.,_g~11!1d.botid

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before.me this~ day of

~Cf/

~~
L .. ~ 2
Nouny Public forldaho ~ Co.-½ ~
Commission expires:

-;fa

44

Z,22.J

.2Q~.I

mailed a true and cc>rr-ect copy oftheNOTICROF APPEAL Yiaprison·mail system for
processing to the U.S. mail system to:

OFFICE OF 11IE A1TO.RNEY GENERAL
CRlMINAL DIVlSION~AP.PELLATE UNIT.

POB<>x:&l720
Bo~.ID 83720;-00lO

::TANoi'.U

fra-ix/

5T(;f/K'.N

""!ii

f;-- ~?O I,.

\Jvid:TC!AL

Countyl'rosecutu,g Attmney

IJ~rercrl

i3,f.l\lNOCI< Cov~'l'Y

AJiPella:nt
NOTICE OF APPEAL - S
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,, ...

----SJttcecs

5TE"t£lEl2AA.JOALL.

FUil Name ·ot Party Firmg: Document

::[~,v (ou,ur-1ClAJ:;;LL

MaiUng Address (StFaet or Post Office Box)

R:rwat Ia.

City, State

&-o~

Telephone

d Zip Code

g>s4 Lfi

a-co Coo1c11-1r,Js~ Wit'/
ql,L

411

7'fr: b~7/./

-,,t

JUOlC~AL OISTRJCT·
FORTHESTATEOFIDAHO, INANDFORTHECOUNTYOF oA('JNdCJ<.
IN THE DISTRICT COURTFOR THE

(;

Case No.
Plaintiff,

Dera.ndalit.

FE

C,2-q-0)7- JIJ4~1,-

MOTION ANO,AFFlOAVIT FOR
PERM1S$JdN'TO PROCEED ON PAATIAl.:
PAYMENT dFCOURT FEES{PRISONER)

·

IMPORTANT NOTICE: Idaho Code§ 31-3220A requires that you serve upon counsel for
the county sheriff, the department of correction or the private correctional facility;
whichever may apply, a copy of this motion and affidavit and any other documents filed
in connection with this request. You must file proof of such service-with the court when
you file this document

D Plaintiff Ja Defendant-asks to s~ o:r defi:md this case on partial payment ofcourtfees;
and swears under•oath
1. This is an action for (type of case)-e../bo/1~...;~----'--L'---____________.....,..,.

I

berteve I am entitled to get what I am asking for.

,R'l I have not previously brought this claim -agafnsl the same. 1)$rly·or a claim based on
the same operative fads in any:state· or federal,court. D I have filed ·thiS: daitn: against the
2.

,same party or a-cla1tnba8ed ori the same operative faets·m a state or federal court.
3. I am unable to pay all the court costs now. I have attachecfto this affidavtta current

statement of my inmate account. certified by a custodian of inmate accounts, that reflects the
activity of the account over my period of incarceration or for the last twelve (12) months,
whichever is less.

MOllON AND AFFIOAVIT FOR PERMISSION TO PROCEED
ON PARTIAL PAYMENT OF COURT FEES{PRISONER)

PAGE1

CAO FW 1-14 61812011

Page 169

03/20/2019_4:03PM

FAX

2087450716

Jefferson County Jail

4. I understand t·will be required to

it)0003/0006

pay an initiatpartiaHillngfee: in the ameuntof-20% dftl'le

greater of: (a) the average monthlydeposits·to

my inmate aClc'euntor (b)'the·average rnontnly

balance in my inrpate account for the last six (6) months. I also understand that I must pay the
remainder of the filing fee by making monthly payments of 20% of the preceding .month's ·
income in my lnn:,atf! account until the fee js paid in full.

5. l·verifythat th&statemsnts,made in-this·affldavitarettue. runcdet-$tand1hafafatse.
statemenrinth[J; affidavit lS perjury and I could be sent to. p0$on·for an a~diti~nat fourteen (14)

years.
(Do not leave any items blank. If any Item does not apply, write •NJA". Attach adcfrtional pages if more space is
needed for any response.)

IDENTIFICATION ANO RESIDENCE:

Name:

;::fM913

Address:

5',eeu: /2A,vlJA:u_ . Other name(s) l have used:_·_ _ _ _ _ __

T~

How long at that address?

Uv~rt ;:x----k?]__

3 '=/: · {)A-yJ ·

·

c??Q C()(J/c.7Jtt!,¥€'
Phone:

~x

f?:r:vwrro

?-o8'- 7t./y ~7~} eJ
~;>..A i'l.

/1().IN,Je:AtaiFS I , MN
.

Year and place of birth;

.DEPENDENTS!

I am ~ngle D mamect lf marrted,.you .must provide the fo~ng infonnati&nr

Name ofspouse:

My other dependents

.

/0/A

.

including minor children {use only lnftfals and age to Identify children} are:_ __

INCOME:
Amount of my income:

JJIA

·$._(Ii',,,:::.;..__ per□ week,□ month

MOTION AN.b AFFtOAVIT FOR PERMISSION 1"0

PROCEED

PAGE2
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Othertnan ~Y li"tmate,acct,urnlfiaveolibside maney·from: _ ....~
____

/._,1________

My spouse's income: $ -

cJlf+

perQweek O month.

ASSETS:
List all real property (land •nd buildings} QWned or being purchased by you.

Your
Address

Legal
City

State

·

Description

Value

Eqµfty

Al/AList all. other .pr(?perty owned by you and .state its value.

'Descriptlo'n-(pr°"'1de~ptl(,n-fQr,~ hem)
Oash,_..,.-_____..........,.._ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___.__;..._ _ _,).;s./,~)lL--._ _

Value

Notes and Rec:elvables_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __,_cJ...;;;..:.-bt;...-..;..a-_ _ __

Vehicles_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _~
..M~VA-:.,._____
Bank/Credit Union/Savings/Checking Accounts_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Stocks/Bonds/Investments/Certificates of Deposit1--_ _ ___._N_,;;;_,.k_~_,____ _____

Trust Funds_______----______________....__.........:N...::...:/,..:..;1_ __
Retirement.AccoJJnts/lRAs/401(k)s__
, ____________,;..A)..,..;;..../,_A
_ ____

---=-AJ~2. ~-----.

Cash Value lnsurance._______________

Motorcycles/Boats/RVs/Snowmobiles._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _AJ_/,_'A-___

-----------.&.JJ.:&,L.)_:,4~--

Fumiture/AppHances._·------........

Jewehy/Antiqu~Co'lleetibles._ _ _ _ _ _ ____,----=AJ:...=-i.?~~-=---.. . . . . . Dffcrlp.tion (P.nWJde descr1plt®for each,item)

TVs/Stereos/Computers/Electronics
Tools/Equipment

S~lL //.AND W<>'-S

N )A-

/c~ l.E5!,

Df?::nL

Sporting Goods/Guns,_ _ _C/4A1=-=::;=.!:.I.A
.....
~~i.r:;:;;_-·-.L~.L...l.ol..!..::-.=+~....1~:::::;;,..;,..._...:::o~cr:.__·-

--------------·-~_Al___,;,.;./_A~~-------_

Horses/Livestock/Tack'--.....
-

MOTION-ANP-AFFIOAVIT'FOR P~MISStoN'TG PROCESO
ON PARTIAL. PAYMENT OF GOU.RT Fees (PRISONER)
CAO FW1-1481812011
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Other(describe,__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _------_____---'-'_........._

EXPENSES: (List all of your monthly expenses.)

Average
l\lonthjy Payment

expense:

Rent/Ho!J$eiPayment1....-...___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _.;.,:AJ~¼:.!.
..

£;-·._______

~/Jt:...,___

Vehicle Payment{s),_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _.Lf!:...
..
Credit Cards (List last four digits of. each account number;)

0

7a:
(

f5

C,~£8'

Loans (name of lendennd reason foi'loali)

Electricity/Natural

G.as~-------------=,v~/1....A~·___

Water/Sewer/Tra$h~--------------------.-__;_/J...1.½~A~·:.. .·---Phone._____________.a,=:;..i.it...ed-=·-"3&.;,i,.i..:.7_..w;J_-'i::...'iL...7~-------Groceries_____________________- L , l ~ : , . . t - - - Clothin..,,_g_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _<.-,;..._ _ __
Auto Fuel._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _~__,__ _ __
Auto Maintenance._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- - ' - = ~ . - ' - - - Cosmetics/Halr.cuts/SalQns.________________........,.......r--_ _ _

Emertamment/Books/MagSZines________________,N'---..._..----....,;.;;..=
Horne lnsurance.____________________

MOTiONANO AFFtOAVJTFOR PERMISSION, TO

PRoc·eeo
ON.PARTIAlPAYMENTOF'COURTFEES (PRISONER) .

/J~. . . . .------
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I
I

I

Av11-"'e
. Payment
·Mo-n1hty

Expemie

Auto lnsur.ance..,_:__________________..JJ~li.L..A-J.:._......

Lifelnsurance._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _--J.,tJ~'/.:...A..-Medical Insurance._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Medical Expense_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___,,---

~0:.-A-~-

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____,Jt-J~.

MISCELLANEOUS:
How much can you borrow?$

/CJD()

When did you file your last Income tax retl{tn?

f Afe$vJf$

From Whom?.

c).O I"i

. Amount .of refund: $ J2[. ;I;,

f,1-'{ :I7-,.1

PERSONAL •~ERENO~: · (These persons must.be able to Wri1Y lmormaiian ~ - )

Phone

Years. Kn··

v;/¼80£S:f1Y

-qT{wffJLE

·

u=FF)

Typed/printed

*

STATE OF IDAHO

)

Countyof

}

} ss.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN before me on this

l CS . day of -'~'---"-'-=-t-..
_ _ _ _ __.2...,tf)..,/_.,9_ _

~
...farrz;·
__j_,~
Notary
• ho
Public

Residir-1~ ~• ~

.

. «+==' er+,, 1-:, ~

7 j'H . 7•>1"

Comm1~10rt~

MOTION.AND AFRDAVIT};'QR :PERMISS10N TO :PROCEED
ON PARTIAL PAYM!:NT OF COUR't Fi:ES (PRISONE~)
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"-"~'------JUDICIAL DISTRICT
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE _ _G
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF

ST ATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,

----

vs.

)
)
)
)
)

Defendant-Appellant.

)
)
)
)

~air;

Sre

/'
A-co(3 '".>T~€l.l.-

CO1\1ES NOW,

i5rjl'J~C CJ

Case No.

<I?--,).tJ 17 - / () 4 S 0

MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT IN
SUPPORT FOR
APPOINTMENT OF
COUNSEL

L,£~A-L t

, Defendant-Appellant in the

above entitled matter and moves this Honorable Court to grant Defendant-Appellant' s Motion
for Appointment of Counsel for the reasons more fully set forth herein and in the Affidavit in
Support oflvfotion fo r Appointment of Counsel.
Defendant-Appellant is currently incarcerated within the Idaho Department of

1.

Corrections under the direct care, custody and control of Warden

C)uAJ'r'--/

s~-rr:

0c£F~9'~ CoJtJTf ~72-.

ofthe
2.

The issues to be presented in this case may become to complex for the Defendant-

Appellant to properly pursue. Defendant-Appellant lacks the knowledge and skill needed to
represent him/herself.

MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT FOR APPOINT:MENT OF COUNSEL - l
Revised : 3124/16
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3.

Defendant-Appellant required assistance completing these pleadings, as he/she
was unable to do it him/herself.

4.

Other:

DATED this

- -- - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

fl day of

~t/

,20

IT

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL

STATE OF IDAHO
County of

z;~ t.k

)
) ss
)

, after first being duly sworn upon his/her oath, deposes
and says as follows:

1.

I am the Affiant in the above-entitled case;

2.

I am currently residing at the

J~N'CIJ

under the care , custody and control of Warden

UJJJT'-/ \ltt:J:" L

G )/J'1'1 SMeer ( p

3.

I am indigent and do not have any funds to hire private counsel;

4.

I am without bank accounts, stocks, bonds, real estate or any other form of real

property;
5.

I am unable to provide any other form of security;

6.

I am untrained in the law;

7.

If I am forced to proceed without counsel being appointed I will be unfairly

handicapped in competing with trained and competent counsel of the State;
MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL - 2
Revised: 3/24/16
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Further your affiant sayeth naught.
WHEREFORE, Defendant-Appellant respectfully prays that this Honorable
Court issue it's Order granting Defendant-Appellant's Motion for Appointment of Counsel to
represent his/her interest, or in the alternative grant any such relief to which it may appear the
Defendant-Appellant is entitled to.
DATED This

J.2_ day of /1/h.e-c ff

, 20 /

°1.

52!f!~
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN AND AFFIRMED to before me this 19..__ day
, 20Jj_.

~~

Notary Public for Idaho ~ ~ ~
Commission expires: ~ 2czt'I

MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL - 3
Revised: 3/24/16
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CERTIFICATE OFl\tWLING
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the

'd=D

day of

t1A@Ctt

, 2o_Lj, I

mailed a copy of this MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT FOR APPOINTMENT OF
COUNSEL for the purposes of filing with the court and of mailing a true and correct copy via
prison mail system for processing to the U.S. mail system to:

J

--::T~C{

froi:c

/5.T!Si'!!.

€ ountyProsecutingAttomey

_

(11Hv J/JretA L ;1r,.re:rcr 7. S'A.JtJtJ~ Q01Jt y LO Jfc I
.

c'YZ ,uld

MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL - 4
Revised: 3/24/16
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Filed: 03/27/2019 11:28:21
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Jason Dixon, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Povey, Keri
~

S,e1

Inmate name:.J Au.lg
l(
IDOC No. /3/J- ~C,
Address \[cfFMSaN ("'()JN? '/ 'J'"'A
~to {OV/?TH(Jo5t? (dA Y /2::rc:-&/1 T (]
1) j_.~

fN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE

~1'/t/J-

{t:J f1I

JUDICIAL DISTRICT

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff-Respondent,
vs.

~

OB

S1€€L€ ~Au_

j

Defendant-Appellant.

)
)

/5,NJNOCJ<.

Case No.

Ck -J 017 .. /Ott~ - Pe

ORDER GRANTING
MOTION FOR
APPOINTMENT
OF COUNSEL

IT IS HEARBY ORDERED that the Defendant-Appellant's Motion for
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ (attorney's
Appointment of Counsel is granted and _SAPD
name), a duly licensed attorney in the State of Idaho, is hereby appointed to represent
said Defendant-Appellant in all proceedings involving this appeal.

March
19
DATED this27th
_ day of _
_ _ _ _ _ _ , 20_

....__,__,_C.~
District Judge

cc. Bannock County Prosecutor
State Appellate Public Defender
Attorney General
Idaho Supreme Court

ORDER GRAl"ITING MOTION TO APPOfNT COUNSEL
Revised J/24116
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Electronically Filed
4/9/2019 6:27 PM
Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County
Jason Dixon, Clerk of the Court
By: Chantelle Knudsen, Deputy Clerk

ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN
State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #6555
ERIK R. LEHTINEN
Chief, Appellate Unit
I.S.B. #6247
322 E. Front Street, Suite 570
Boise, Idaho 83 702
Phone: (208) 334-2712
Fax: (208) 334-2985
E-mail: documents@sapd.state.id. us
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH filDICIAL DISTRICT
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR BANNOCK COUNTY
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
V.

JACOB STEELE RANDALL,
Defendant-Appellant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. CR-2017-10456
S.C. DOCKET NO. 46893-2019
AMENDED
NOTICE OF APPEAL

TO:
THE ABOVE-NAMED RESPONDENT, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THE
PARTY'S
ATTORNEYS,
STEPHEN
HERZOG,
BANNOCK
COUNTY
PROSECUTOR, 624 E. CENTER ST #308, POCATELLO ID 83201, AND THE
CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT:
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT:
1.

The above-named appellant appeals against the above-named respondent to the

Idaho Supreme Court from the Minute Entry & Order Judgment of Conviction entered in
the above-entitled action on the 13 th day of February, 2019, the Honorable Robert C.
N aftz, presiding.
2.

That the party has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the

judgments or orders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders under and
pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule (I.A.R.) l l(c)(l-9).

AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - Page 1
Page 179

3.

A preliminary statement of the issues on appeal, which the appellant then intends

to assert in the appeal, provided any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the
appellant from asserting other issues on appeal, is/are:
(a)

Did the district court err in failing to grant the appellant’s motion to

suppress?
(b)

Did the district court abuse its discretion by imposing an excessive

sentence?
4.

There is a portion of the record that is sealed. That portion of the record that is

sealed is the Pre-Sentence Investigation Report (PSI).
5.

Reporter’s Transcript. The appellant requests the preparation of the entire

reporter’s standard transcript as defined in I.A.R. 25(d). The appellant also requests
the preparation of the additional portions of the reporter’s transcript:
(a)

Motion to Suppress Hearing held on January 25, 2018 (Court Reporter:

Stephanie Davis, estimation of pages more than 100 pages is listed on the Register
of Actions);
(b)

Change of Plea Hearing held on December 3, 2018 (Court Reporter:

Stephanie Davis, no estimation of pages is listed on the Register of Actions); and
(c)

Sentencing Hearing held on February 11, 2019 (Court Reporter: Stephanie

Davis, no estimation of pages is listed on the Register of Actions).
6.

Clerk’s Record. The appellant requests the standard clerk’s record pursuant to

I.A.R. 28(b)(2). The appellant requests the following documents to be included in the
clerk’s record, in addition to those automatically included under I.A.R. 28(b)(2):
(a)

Affidavit of Probable Cause filed September 5, 2017;
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(b)

Stipulation to Continue filed October 20, 2017;

(c)

Stipulation for Continuance filed October 27, 2017;

(d)

Transcript Filed: Preliminary Hearing Held on 11.13.2017 filed January 2,

2018;
(e)

Memorandum in Support of Motion to Suppress filed February 23, 2018;

(f)

State’s Brief in Opposition filed March 9, 2018;

(g)

Defendant’s Reply Memorandum filed March 19, 2018;

(h)

Guilty Plea Advisory Form filed December 3, 2018;

(i)

Letters of Support filed February 8, 2019;

(j)

Any affidavits, objections, responses, briefs or memorandums, filed or

lodged, by the state, appellant or the court in support of or in opposition to the
motion to suppress;
(k)

Any exhibits, including but not limited to the PSI, letters or victim impact

statements, addendums to the PSI or other items offered at sentencing hearing.
Except that any pictures or depictions of child pornography necessary to the
appeal need not be sent, but may be sought later by motion to the Idaho Supreme
Court.
7.

I certify:
(a)

That a copy of this Amended Notice of Appeal has been served on the

Court Reporter, Stephanie Davis;
(b)

That the appellant is exempt from paying the estimated fee for the

preparation of the record because the appellant is indigent. (I.C. §§ 31-3220, 313220A, I.A.R. 27(f));
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(c)

That there is no appellate filing fee since this is an appeal in a criminal

case (LC.§§ 31-3220, 31-3220A, LA.R. 23(a)(8));
(d)

That arrangements have been made with Bannock County who will be

responsible for paying for the reporter's transcript, as the client is indigent, (LC. §§
31-3220, 31-3220A, LA.R. 24(h)); and
(e)

That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant

to LA.R 20.
DATED this 9th day of April, 2019.

/ s/ Erik R. Lehtinen
ERIK R. LEHTINEN
Chief, Appellate Unit
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 9th day of April, 2019, I caused a true and
correct copy of the foregoing AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL, to be served as
follows:
JACOB STEELE RANDALL
INMATE #131259
CIO JEFFERSON COUNTY
200 COURTHOUSE WAY
RIGBY ID 83442
STEPHANIE DAVIS
COURT REPORT
POBOX4316
POCATELLO ID 83205
KENNETH K JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
E-Service: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

Isl Mary Ann Lara
MARY ANN LARA
Administrative Assistant
ERLlmal
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

State of Idaho
vs.
Jacob S Randall

Supreme Court No. 46893-2019
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE TO THE RECORD

I, Jason Dixon, Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in
and for the County of Bannock, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in the
above-entitled cause was compiled under my direction and is a true, full and correct record of,
the pleadings and documents under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules.

I do further certify that copies of all documents, charts and pictures offered or admitted as
exhibits in a trial or hearing in the above-entitled cause will be duly lodged with the Clerk of the
Supreme Court, along with the Court Reporter's Transcript and Clerk's Record, except that
pictures or depictions of child pornography shall not be copied and sent to the parties or the
Supreme Court unless specifically ordered by the court. Documentary exhibits in pdf format
may be sent to the Supreme Court on a CD that includes an index. All other exhibits shall be
retained by the clerk of the district court as required by Rule 31 of the Idaho Appellate Rules.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the said Court on
this the 17th day of June, 2019.
JASON DIXON
Clerk of the Court

By: Diane
Deputy Clerk

Clerk's Certificate to the Record - D (MISC30)

Cano

Page 1 of 1

Page 184

.,,,r'l'

··-:. 1

-:~; 3JUrJ I 8 At1 9~~HJ

DOCKET N0. _ _4.,_.6. .,.8:..::9.. , .3_ __ __

~
(
(

Ji
STATE OF IDAHO

~
C
DEPUTY C.. -"''

(

(
(vs.
(
JACOB STEELE RAN DALL
(
NOTICE OF TRANSCR IPT LODGED

Notice is hereby given that on 6/11/2019 I lodged a transcript including the following
proceeding s: MTS 1/25/18; PLEA 12/ 3/ 18 ; SENT 2/11/19) for the above-refe renced
appeal with the Sixth Judicial District, District Court Clerk of the County indicated:
) POWER

(XX) BANNOCK
(

) ONEIDA

) BEAR LAKE

(

) FRANKLIN

) CARIBOU

via:
(

) Hand- Delivery
) U.S. Mail
(Signature of Reporter)
S. DAVIS
(Typed name of Reporter)

6/11/2019
(Date)
cc:

Diane Cano, dianec@ba nnockcoun ty.us
ISC/COA- sf ilings@idco u rt.net

and
Th is message a nd attached files or document s a re intended only for the use of the person or ent ity addressed
unicat ions
may contain confidential information belonging to t he sender that is protected by the Electronic Comm
Privacy Act, 18 S.C. §§ 251 0 and 2521 .
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK

State of Idaho
vs.
Jacob S Randall

Case No. CR-2017-10456
Clerk's Certificate of Service

I, Diane P. Cano, Deputy Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District, of the State of
Idaho, in and for the County of Bannock, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing Record
in the above entitled cause was electronically compiled at my direction, and is a true, full and
correct Record of the pleadings and documents as requested by the parties.
I further certify that I have caused to be served the Clerk's Record and Reporter's Transcript (if

D all Exhibits offered or admitted; t'.:_i No Exhibits submitted;
~ Pre-sentence Investigation, or L:::.i Other Confidential Documents; or D Confidential Exhibits

requested), along with copies of

(if applicable) to each of the Attorneys of Record or Parties in this case as follows:

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on this date, I served a copy of the attached to:

Eric Fredericksen
State Appellate Publid Defender
322 East Front Street, Suite 570
Boise, Idaho 83702
documents@sapd.state.id.us

Lawrence G. Wasden
Attorney General for Idaho
Statehouse, Room 210
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010
ecf@ag.idaho.gov

Clerk's Certificate of Service - Revised 07/01/2018
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Jason Dixon
Clerk of the Court
Dated:

June 19, 2019
June 18, 2019

By: 1Jiane
Deputy Clerk

Clerk's Certificate of Service - Revised 07/01/2018
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